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ABSTRACT 


The purpose of the study was to make inferences about 
social-psychological aspects of delinquency from both the 
customary ‘soclal-psychological data and those that are 
usually not considered useful for social psychological models 
GEomerexanple wcemographic data). 

Uurmdatan Came irom two ditetinmct sources. We had ques-— 
tionnaire data from 13 Edmonton geographic communities re- 
peer we the pentane os Ole theme Cy slr tering in: social 
CeaconCEUmuClLty. ands other trelevant variables. <A short 
mail back questionnaire was sent to parents of all the teen- 
See rpsceimethewointi and tenth erades within each selected 
Somme tyne tacnesot nee? (000 respondents sin thas amalysis 
waseepevdol.00 for anaewerine. We had av924 response rate 
imap retLest Carried ouc among adults) in four communities 
ZOO, eres poneesgate: in the actual test ‘conducted in 13 
communities. 

Another source of data was the 1966 Census of Canada. 
Womusedeceneral Mopulation characteristics such as marital 
Siacus and) Cenure of dwelling units. 

In=addition we had crime data and the rankings of the 
Vanes lemsabornoods in terms: of delinquency for 1968 from 
the Edmonton Police Department. These rankings were assessed 
bom evoOulcemanm experienced in ‘observing juvenile delinquency 
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feercemtOeraAcMintate’ Our analysis we created a model 
Picts oome soclalopsychological concepts such as inter- 
AeLLOn ee hanwLict. and sentiment with official delinquency. 
Wee derived some hypotheses £rom this model and tested them 
Mor ImOUteC aie OUL ett tS OL analysis were 3 areas in the 
CieynO elCUrOMmeOtmeLacuer than 2. 000mindividual parents... “Our 
inferences were made from both. 1966 census data and from 
Ouro owcurvey of 2,000) parents whe Lived in ‘those 13 areas. 

Interrelations of measures of concepts using Spearman's 
Rim tiTOewit Out wCOnbrOls Suadieated support for our 
hypothesis that there was a general positive relationship 
amore wlimLeraccton, sentiment, parental perception of neigh— 
borhood, familism, informal intervention iN delinquency and 
Tow fates Gf O@itficial delinquency. We found that demographic 
Dees uesuserul for such social psychological models if 
SppilecdmitidterOusly FOr iustance, out findings indicated 
ENetmuveecentare of divorced in census tract from 1966 
eensus was a better predictor of delinquency than "family 
Hue orp ioimeWnLcT ewes anothers measure of “the Same, concept, 


Soon liem aetcom thie community survey. 
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CHAPTER SL 
INTRODUCTION 


This thesis will be an attempt to formulate a social 
payciloroctea le theory ot delinquency and test a portion of the 
hypotheses which are a part OP tiecmecUGOrvetsineenG ton Lye cine 
exrscomatryecoctal psy cholLogilcalmdata put alsomthnose that are 
usuatly not considered useful for social psychological 
models (for example, demographic data). 

Pueminigquemeas mote this —studyets stnat siteattempts to make 
inferences regarding social psychological propositions from 
Gitemelaocm corre ctr cOnmMUni ty echaraccterteaties. | lo aibustrate, 
Weal st iterested in sthe ‘concept Ctesentiment. “A relation 
between two persons or between people and events would have 
posi timers entiment,afsithere, is..an iattd tudinal redation,. that 
ip Wecwelhd. Gin Camea dure, gappmo vane, nd. s0, forth. .Qne. per= 
sonymayieapiprove..of, another person or of an, event (Insko,,, 1967: 
Libel) 

if Sonerwascumes. (that sentiment ds) a; product. of inter- 
acuietion, epicti ma yy ib] reasonable EO ps Geol tt Oran Lund cat ono £ 
iene cavotwon. INOWLd stire sberti.Llity ratio, of a. given, aren, 
auch eas. a ecensus tract. serve as) an indicator of inter- 

Hat ci ene vaaGer: Ginlkkty, rat lo..we, mean the ratio -of children 
Oa a cese sCieeaec, (tt Opyfamale bo a44 years, of ace. . Several 


assumptions would be necessary to link this operational 


inGgiealOorewe chwikhenconceptelintéeéraction"s= Fixst,¢one wotld 
haveeto a2ssumehthat aldarge number of small children in a 
neighborhoodswouddr lead to acquaintances among such, children, 
Enatmmororersgoththese small chiddrengwouldesetlacquainted-—as 
eeeeaulipotmetichinteractiongsamong theirechildreng»that 
greater communication among mothers would follow, and that 
finotilye  tatherawouldh cette acquainted: 

The problem might be diagrammed as follows: 


Theoretical 
Concepts Interaction —> Sentiment —>X —~ Y —sDelinquency 


Va f 
Assumption 
y 
Assumption 


Operational 


Deri nition Fertility Ratio 


There are problems that° must be faced in this approach. 
tre nner Of ascumplcions whicn intervene between the opera= 
EtoOnol detinmition and the concept or interest, e.2. Séntiment 
may be greater than other social psychological indicators 
mirCie ae see ciLude scales. However, all Gitorts to Link 
operational definitions with theoretical concepts require 
Pecunpetlons. “lt isnot the number but™rather the validity 
of these assumptions that determines the appropriateness of 
Ene ~ovetatlonal indicator fOr a’ given concept. Again to 
tink “interaction” with “sentiment" one has to assume that 


Pei teneterredwemcy! OL LiteLactlom results*in a greater 


mutual Liking which will gradually lead to mechanical soli- 
darity. (Durkheim, 1966:129-130) 

Wemecetcesaisee mpieet ous elthencile tye rated olvast.an indicator 
Hieber ctwonuebiitewemrOund thaty it didenot relate as pre-= 
ieredy coMenes other andicators of the same concept in the 
Community survey. Therefore we did not include it in the 
Biel so ee OU ime Ne rer ti li twat lOowdd danot prove to be 
Cs i Pel eee See Da ciect Loris PUCye mit misma del lust trationsor 
sOunempiosaib Leswaye Ol Utilizing scensus data to test social 


Devycholosicalymodel:, 


ie” Wlza ng “ore he) hveisi's 

tm gehies next. sectilonsor whistichapter web wiileunmiorm tthe 
Head emsiotia ourraciounees of data. int Chapter) id. wea wd bi spend 
somen timesda scussimerthertheorertealsiconecepts to bel weeds 
aniewacive siete eys ofernaly sis Some modelswilt beteneated®'to 
Wimkwoureideas together: tot faciiittater thes formatti on® of 
bypotheses. fnlsc han terpt [14 weliwd Idi seus st theloper ational 
det nation seitnatawe witligaser hor measures Ours concepts 
Vetdiols Wpematt oneleidetimitionshorethe same® concept wilt be 
interme we latedt«os scesa dite they® anemungtact! posditively related. 
The ougbcomesiotea this! portion® ofe thes analysisewilishelpvusito 
select some. measures’ for laters analysis. In Chapter ILIV we 
will test the created Model. Hypotheses derived from the 
Mededewidl@be testedibyrinter-relatingsindicatorse of) concepts 


of. concern! using Spearman's xrhos.': When appropriate, 
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setected grebationships! wi llvbe «examined while .controlling for 
Cebtawmmonire gavar tab esi sin utheetinal chapter wemwilLieadraw 


Oum conc lust ons girom sthepanalysis .of the data. 


source of Data 

Our data comes from two distinct sources. We have 
questionnaire data from 13 Edmonton geographic communities 
which were chosen to provide us with a representation from 
Ciece cent mpDateswOt Cicmcmiyns di tterang in social class. 
ethnicity, and other relevant variable. Within each com- 
munity our sample consists of parents of all the teenagers 
in the ninth and tenth graders. This selection presents one 
of our problems. Although we feel that the parents of ninth 
and tenth grades are an important Beaton in a neitghbor- 
hood if one is interested in studying community attitudes 
toward juveniles, we are on somewhat shaky ground if we wish 
BOmeeonerald zen tL COnNetniscs population tow the entire neichbor— 
Loot CEES VouLdebemkept Unemindsthat. ours samplemor 100 )to 
Z00NcasesetOL-edchn census tract does not represent a Peden 
SJonmlewOtmeunotanetOlDOLROOd. = Ratien, sttais a fairly sin- 
Clusiversanple of parents of teenage —children. 

Gurpcesecarch instrument was ayshort mail back question- 
naire for which respondents were paid $1.00 for answering. 
Ineeaepretest carried out among adults in four census tracts 
Gewadda)92% response rate (Hackler and Bourgette, 1970). 


In the actual. test in 13 eensus tracts we had an 802% 


Teseponse rate.) We used 2,000 cases-in this analysis. 

AnOtner sources ofsdata is the 1966 census, We have 
ised general populattion "characterietiecs such as mare fe 
Seite dmerolUTomot sdWwellinowunt te. LC should besnoted 
ED tewommonem Louse both demographic characteristics obtained 
Peomecenstvss data and data obtained irom our sample of teen- 
peers) Coemake zeneralizations about specific communities. 
The reader should be warned that we are attempting to make 
seneratizatwLons of atsoctal-psycholeci cal dmature sirom both 
eensus data and also from generalizations about: an area on 
tmesbastsewor Sindividual@data tgatheredeinomka non-random 
SonprewwUthinethat areata Webbelievetthateiteis not ypossible 
womancecuesinvadvance that such asproceduresisdicategoricalhy 
Ler recast NOgeie kit possiblewtogarguesthathsuch laaprocedure 
venue tevecmarrearly lead totatvalid@indicatonsy However tawe 
feeheuhatsthedusetof each indicatortwillv¥requirevassumptions 
WRECH@mustmbe assessed in théi reown@right?) ginetheydiscus= 
Stoneenat toltows, the reader ®should remember that we are 
Gieeugeiire bo areas in the City of Edmonton, rather than 
Bec parents. Our interences will be made from both offi-= 
cial census data which was gathered in 1966 and from our 
survey in 1968 of 2,000 parents who live in those areas. 

On account of the quantity of our raw data, we were 
ina le to present them in the appendix. ANY wead Give ea 
Seeedsin certain portions of the data, is encouraged to 


Gontact eliner the author or Dr. James CG. Hackler. 


CHAPTER II 


THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 


ines Conecep ts: 


We will disecwss our variables under four different 


cabtevories. 


Dele iment. by Semrimentewermean, aftfeoatives ties with 
others. This term was) used by Homans, to. denote activities 
Whitchowere oisiens of an individualysefeelings and. attitudes 
toward another or others. The same term was used by Heider 
Eomeenote a liking relation between two persons (Shaw and 
Casiam7 On mt 7 0 5 91)):, Inethais particular study, we are: con— 
Geried with atkective ties between persons that live in the 
Satomietonpornood. Admittedly, these tiles may differ in 
Seremecneand quality from those that link members of “a family, 
but we suggest being attracted to one's neighbors will have 


DEailetivemvyalue an the scheme that. follows. 


Detenrquvency and ~Response fo Deviance. By delinquency 


Wesco rong rane COLdelindgducent pehavyilorson the pant ofr 
HivVent ecole tiese various areas. But we sare also ,interested 
tMecne  resMonecceor Doth thesperents and, the,arencies of 
Soc ecOneoOw. We ere anterestedsnot only anpthe,youthein 

See yen Netehborhood but also in» the way their parents »pex- 


eevee their behavior. 


Interaction. By interaction we mean the reciprocal 
Ti UenCing Or thes acts of persons "and groups, usually 
mediated through communication (Gould:Kolb LIG4SO5 790000" Un= 
fortunately, we have been unable to distinguish between inter- 
ScuLon apdmcommunication networks...) Conceptually, werthink of 
a communication network and somewhat different from an inter- 
JecLOne pattern but our operatdonal” definitions , aaa we will 
GleGtcscmater, seem tombe indilcatorsmo:t both. It seems then, 
Eoaurowre interact son. variables will imclude a number of 
Vervaples that may woe Measuring ditrerent “aspects of several 


concepts. 


Familism. .By familism we mean that attitudinal concept 
Wihkeeeracc old ile ot Omaneen (lo 52/ 27-733), ererers to Voyalry 
ueticeramiiv. sboskort (1962), and Greercand Kube (1959,) use 
the terms "familism" to describe neighborhoods which view 
Romeee isl Yea ochigcren to bemotarelLatively great impo 
tance. We have several measures of "familism". Our group- 
ing wotyveaglaples under familism differs from those .rouped 
Under wuteraction and Sentiments, For,.example, .waniable of 
fan ismeuiat we, use ideals with attltudes ;toward family, lite. 
Amotnierisaconcerned with the amotnt of sactivity that, takes 
piaag within the sfamily with the family geting as a unity. 
Aeeamily wit much internal activity, might interact very. 
itethbe with melLehbors. As in the,case of the interaction 


wWariabLles., we find that our measures of familism touch on 


different aspects of reality and may be distinct in several 


ways; however, the grouping still seems to have meaning. 


A Strategy of Analysis 
Although we must emphasize that the four groupings that 
we have used above may overlap at times, they will help me 


Pomoeeanizesourwanalysis. Let ws look at the diagram below: 


eet weit ts 


ee —— 


Poet ac i © Detindguency 


Sea 
> Familism 


Pei Cem leek, Diatrana ror. Oroani@ation, of Anadysis’, 


Using the above diagram, one can .think of, interaction 
Jesdin?g toad increase in positive sentiment in a community 
and as a result leading to a decrease in delinquency. Simi- 
larly we might have something of a causal chain linking to- 
gether interaction, familism and delinquency. However, it 
would be a mistake to see the above diagram as a systematic 
tGhearetical model... We only wish’ to point out that some 
Vieni Les wesuircheacgeiiteraction, probably have their impact 
PUetLcileuii nee vacudelinguency ~rates gthroush thelr impact .on 
other variables such as sentiment. Our diagram is simply. 
an illustration of the fact that we must always be alert to 
detinctuons ebecween ~ariables that may have a direct dampact 
an delinquency themselves; but which are the product of other 


hoOGpces in the community. 


Invorder to "conduct our analysis in “a ‘more systematic 
Haine eters Weal sot think “of our tvartables as “differing in 
Vermcrtof stievwayrttheytcontribiute, to “thei theoretical scheme. 


Hon tconvend ence welwilil discuss. these variables Gn “the 


foUkowineetouwrn Categories: Y"antecedent , “causal? dependent, 
and control. We are not interested in defending either the 
terminology or the categories themselves. They simply help 


sas GO forwaniz ef ows Mdeas* 

By antecedent variables we mean those characteristics 
ext a community that are determined fairly early in the 
formation of that community, and which may have an impact on 
SuCunesmeveses Sin that ‘community. “For@exampile the percentage 
ofLltdd vorced “anvalciven area’ is’ essentially a “eiven'". “While 
iteeGEossipegttors theliper centeot divorced: to™change in the 
Monceirunee Cor Chel timer bein eg thass Ws" a" characteristic: ofr the 
community which may have certain consequences for social 
activitdies therein. 

Byi causal’ variables wel mean’ those variables that seem to 
indicarer somet aspects” off thet socialy process and have an im- 
Pactivon otherivariabiles. Lteistanportant tTompoint. our, that 
we are placing neither’ the’ demands*nor the restrictions that 
ethers have laced! on®thé® concept of?" cause” (see Nettler, 
Po 7OSeNChapterws). BWWebarelusing™ the’ phrase* causal as 
descriptive because it conveys certain common sense ideas. 
We are happy to acknowledge that such usage does not take 


into account the various debate over the concept of cause. 
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"Neighborliness" seems to fit in this category. Interaction 
Wich neiehbousemayein fact be facilitated by the location of 
dmiveways ~ethe sposd tion of doors, etc. .so we would not: think 
of it as an antecedent variable. After people became neigh- 
bowly pihowevienr, we ifeel. it would, lead to" other changes in 
thesgneichborhood. 

Thirdly, we will think of some variables as dependent. 
Unabeis> fiheyywill be.viewed as the product of other dynamic 
Processessy Lnwone) sense jthese are the variables that we are 
trying to explain. Delinquency is seen as a dependent vari- 
aDleeinwthis thesis. 

Finally, we will treat some variables as control vari- 
ables. The educational level of a community may be seen as 
obscuring the relationship between two other variables. fThe 
percentage of married women in a census tract may be a con- 
BOUL nomena cLOl ineabtemptine to view the relationship be- 
tween familism and various dependent variables. At times, 
CieLeLore = weawisl | controlesome or (these variables in order 
Pompei teraundcerstand other relationships ., it should be 
DOLICed Oguetidtawe may use Vartan lew as a con yoolsyaraab le 
2eeone st We msimdease 4d. Gaisal variable atsanother. For example, 
WemeGunmcaoimey aGhiiteour perspective and use educational level 
ageelther @ causal or an antecedént variable. The variable, 
Twi ieionecsaito wntexrvene,. 1s, another sood illustration. On 
the one hand we are willing to use "willingness to intervene" 


Aeiem dependent: variable and view it as the product, of various 


‘lab 


Meenracelonsmeasures which we°have ™thouesht of as causal?” “We 
will also change our perspective at times and view "willing- 
Hees Lowintervene “as av’causal ~wartable ‘which would have an 
mipaetroneae linduency ~rates -" >in “other words; none of our 
Yartables bavesbeen? firmly ~classifited “asantecedent, causal, 
gependents Or eeconterol, Rather) "weewill “take “different “per—- 
Specaivesceat dPrrerent “times’s but’ for any “given nonemee nies 
We wlehiecinad=tt convenient to think of the variables of 


interest “in one or the Prour categories “listed above. 


Greauronueot eune Model 

With the aid 6f the crude diagram presented in the 
Peeve ousmacctaonm (hig. ol), we will@attempt Lo create a 
Sect ly aworemcomplicated model) (Kiey 2), which will tacili- 
PaAtes OU TLEOTMUlLation “of @ Statement about the social- 


peyenological aspects of delinquency. 


Sentiment 


a | 
a aeeastioe percep- Selntoncma | winyter— 


Interaction->tion of safety in——»,vention in 
neighborhood delinquency 


{ -7 P< SPortitet al 
ee ae delinquency 
SFamilism- 
Prsires2s (theoretical Model 


This model shows three major causal chains. First, we 
would expect that interaction leads to positive sentiment 


which in ‘turn leads to informal intervention in delinquency 
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and as a result leads to a decrease in official delinquency. 
pecond,. 1nteraciton.y sentiment anditiamiel ism.) all have’ their 
sieneiin contributineeitos the) correciti perception of safety? in 
a neighborhood which would influence one's decision as to 
inition venessens ormeal | yenra theritthanvica line tthe! oltiice )o a1 
acelin quencylwastisieenks Thilrd, ithereltsilal causal ‘chain! link-— 
ing together interaction, familism, and informal intervention 
in delinquency. 

Gnetivestolslowines pelragnaphs , welwili discuss our Dositc 
mocetescne ols tt hes claws alo chains «4 When? appropri ates. wet with 
pagimeoe m somesisociial-peycholosiicals literature tot support our 
argument. 

Theeersoctal-psychological orientations ‘seem’ tio’ fit? our 
Mom scat onwit hesigaucsall chain® linking ttopethen interaction) 
sentiment, informal intervention and official delinquency. 
first, etlomansiy areuesy (195021339) thatethet more. frequently 
PAs Onrealmtormact with mmei another ,.ithemstroneer!’ thelr’ senti- 
Mentswor friendships tiorroney anotherie Thise would! support” the 
Deena: ony dae thesmode ll tihatitinteraction theadst tom positive 
sentiment. Second, Newcomb's strain--toward-symmetry 
SGaLemiattoneisecns to imply the possibility of a causal link 
between positive sentiment and informal intervention in 
delinquency. |) Newcomb) (1956:575-586)*postulatessa “strain 
toward symmetry" which leads to communality of attitudes of 
two people (A and B) oriented toward an object (X). The 


strain toward symmetry influences communication between A 


aks} 


ange es o@as atoebring othetr cattitudes, towards X into .con- 
grvence -eaWeat sNewcomb tries to. argue is that ,there,is a 
tendency for ythose people who are attracted to one another 
Logazsleeronemany Matters sincluding valuessand attitudes, We 
would assume, then, that parents who like their neighbors 
would perceive them as having similar attitudes toward the 
discipline of juvenile youth. Furthermore, we would assume 
that parents would prefer to know of their son's misbehavior, 
SUCh@oseedeslis te hiros eon wow car. erathetethan haye the,inci-= 
dent reported) to, the. police. As a.result, we would expect 
parents who have positive affective ties with their neighbors 
Gomingcormmothec se parents, if) they sawyneishbborhood, children 
Aeenee mca operdy pp) oimces, calling the police would, not be 
the way you would want a neighbor to respond if hesaw your 
child misbehave, you would probably share his feelings and 
actemccord  oglyp ida you, saw his, child misbehave... In our 
model we suggest that an increase in sentiment would lead to 
imformad anitervention» when young people are observed com- 
Mhetec ae lexplaniatCts .aeel hkise is,iay logd cal deduction from) the 
hacia wposdiaive, eentiment: Leads, to,simijarity in, values 
armed! wait tetudes:. 

Tht rdiameenduna ~nd Waltens' omlentation of disciplinary 
methods (1963) provides us with an explanation of a causal 
relationship between informal intervention and low rates of 
Gime al tdelteiquency. eAccornding to Bandura and Walters the 


success of punishment relies heavily on timing and certainty. 
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Fou example, ¥itta*housewilfe whoYsaw a neiahbor's "son slash- 
fie tUresmonueamcarsshouted, MUlomMebe a®*eood "boy? *Stoap 
Slesmineeeives VEPEnIG Vs antinproper®act Vand °PewiHlil@tel1 - 


vVouUreparen te. = 


fomewould = probably@stop@his improper act 
immediately for being afraid of a more serious consequence 
ifthe continued to do so. The punishment is immediate and 
SGtectivye @eel his Sady *has succeeded @in@in£ lictineta gui tty 
Gonts Chemecerupon  ehas eboy Wwhotniehtesay to iimsélf) '' lL have 
donvessonething *wrone Vand my *panents will@knewSabout iit: 
Winateshould®l edotwhen EXface my Yparents 2" Do WL*have to feon- 
fesaveits MWaGtersto my parents! "and "promise met "to%de it 
acaipeue What epunishwent twill LGreceive when@l ¥2o one?" © On 
pee Coneranry, @lL@the housgewlie Veg lis Sthe “polices the Youtecone 
Si eume Luivestisia pion vot the police “may “ot Lead to quick 

and certain punishment. We nee Evate both fve linn the 
panecnespoud ealbing@the "police have tar «inhibiting “effecrron 
actuatebenaylor but thei rtefiect Yon “erPiicial "delinquency 
Babe LSedLEbe cent : Gal Vine “thespo lice tmay lead *to ta*record— 
Pigeoteaeadewindguent tact but ttaking intormal action “woulld 

MeO ban ll yierelauemune poss UD blvGty ®oOrean offical statis tilc 
melt wee conded seulnrour wmode lSwessuc gest. (that iniormal inter— 
VeMeUGMealeadaweeo ta decredse “in “ofPi'cral “delinduenty 7" *ihus 
ie eaneocuicd) dedtetion Wiram@rne “fact "that informal imver— 
VentuominObld De fasterVand suwrenJin terns -of “puntshine the 


VOL VIPIGetboie polit we fend odnedisicisston “on tthe first 


Gaus al *chain “of (the Model. 
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Now glet us attempt to deal‘with the second causal chain 
thats Dntenacel on yesentiment andsfantlism togethersinfluence 
Oraaeonrnectepercep tlonmfoiusatety gineneighborhood whichsin 
turn gleadsstoctnftormal intervention;in delinquency. 

Our logic for the causal relationship between inter- 
action and parental perception'of safety in neighborhood is 
that we would assume that the more we interact the better we 
understand one another through the development of friendship 
and that the better we understand our neighbors, the more 
aecurately we perceive the safety ,of neighborhood.on account 
Gheknowin? swhat jkind.o8 méeélehbors are «surrounding -us, 

Gumelostenhiopwithe causalLesrelationship, hetween«positive 
sentiment and parental perception of safety in neighborhood 
faneheaG Euhendshipegives .us confidemed ttoufeel safe. We 
would'tassume that parents who are attracted to one another 
WoubldSsesardtthetryneighbonrs as friends. Le is also assumed 
that wolendas areskindsie us tand.qurafamihysmeambers. ~We 
woubense eles a taneto se tagurechtidrengstick.topsourgtriends 
rather than mingle with strangers. . Consequently, we would 
expect thesetpanents who are .attracted|)te one another to 
perceive the neighborhood as safe. 

WHth eoemand eoRthe Voontnibution of »-Lami lism toepangentalL 
perception of safety in neighborhood we would assume that 
buose aparents who yiew home, family and children to,be of 
great importance would pick a home in a neighborhood suitable 


Eeuataicing chmbdnen.~,jht iseassumed that »~safety),in the ,area 
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i Oare Toes Girevimosiyiiinp) nitan thicr litera efor rhe, selectd on: 

Symbolic interactionism seems to be appropriate to ex- 
plain why perceptionvof safety in neighborhood tleads) to in- 
fomm ale weemven tion ein winidésived wet.» Blumer (Gb969.) tassexrcts 
that people, individually and collectively are prepared to 
act som ether basis cotethe meaning sot ethe robsectciethat sacomprise 
Ghrepamror idtandeprates ocial iacts.ahether Prickiiad acl or 
SQeVvecaiyen are: Consitbructed sthrough ta. process. in, which -the 
2euersceno te, simberpret | andlassess, sthe situations .confronting 
them. In our research, we would assume that parents base 
tite ei nite rven tlonm siniyde lhimquenicy fon stheir pperception .of 
Sabaty amine ehborwoods calhose plarecntsjawito sperceive ecorrect ly 
Cmatntive tretehbe@nhood is fsiate wwould take vintormahvinterven— 
maowery fC oubingathe parents fofvthe délinquenthy. Liipthey 
perceive the neighborhood as unsafe they would take a strong 
meoverbyucabling the police: 

Vemma reciss Our tChirdicausal chain linkine together 
interaction, familism and informal intervention in delin- 
quency. 

Plevoupietuce causal relationship between interaction 


and fLamilism does not seem to be clear, we do believe that 


there is such a link. We would assume that interaction leads 
to familism. Parents who interact much would help one 
another including solving family problems. Thus many broken 


marriages can be prevented. Interaction among parents pro- 


vide a good communication network of detecting what is going 


Ls] 


on in the neighborhood and how their children behave in the 
eeea fms soa Gesiulit editewtaciidtates! cormects perception™ of! tthe 
safety in the surrounding, promotes parent~youth understand- 
ing and communiicatLontwhich uni turn’ promotes! family integra- 
tt on, 

Ineptews sea causal relationship between familism and 
Dulartatinteryvemtlon, in delinquency. Our Ronee that 
parents who are loyal to their family would take necessary 
Measles CONSUpPpDOTtEyands protect =the tamily members, To in- 
Hep Peete occurrence, of delinquency in their neighborhood 
is one of the necessary measures to protect the safety of 
their family members because a delinquent neighborhood is 
Meee reLvaiecie OLA child=rearing Nereis Lt "sale for sami Ly 
femveromccoce wally, LOr chi tdren. =) there ise no inplacation 
Aomto what etype of intervention they would use but informal 


PrcerveitLon) us, one possibility. 


Summary 


tmatoeomcwapeerawe wderined (oun concepts, jstated our 
States yeOmeaialyaic and created a theoretical modei@with 
Eieesupporteatesoclal—psychological literature when appro- 
palate... AccOrdine 6 Phesiodelie, ones can think Of Tinteraction 
Jeadineeto dneincrease in positive sentiment in a» community 
Which einetuco leads to informal intervention in delinquency 
Tieweaseacwesult, leads to, a decrease in cfifiicial delin- 


quency. Similarly we have something of a causal chain 
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Tan eo ecOceENereiIaNteractlOn,  tamtiicom, parental perception 
move Vario net ehbarrood, Antormal Intervention and official 
delinquency. 

(om cVemvenc chapter we wi lie@assess olr andivadual 


Via D Less 


CHAPTER ITf 


THE ASSESSMENT OF INDIVIDUAL VARIABLES 


Tieeiiomea Chon el, the thestcnewewwitladescrimpe and 
CUVeivectere late var ousuonerattonals detanitions of the 
Zatemconcepumonimsee el? they aresinmract positively related, 
Premoutrcome. Of, Chis) Portion of the analysis will help us to 
decide whether or not we should use some of the measures in 


Evemwrearer anal ysisce as, we had Originally intended. 


TheyMeasurement of Sentiment 
thvee different operational definitions were used to 


Megscuremtiveswconcept,, ‘sentiment’, A briet description of 


QA Meas mies Waellil azo© ilikow. 


Wemgactlon CopNolehbors. inis operatlonalyderinitaon 


used the following questionnaire item: 


Vo syvowelike whe people who dive Very much 

in your neLsnborhood? Somewhat 
Not very much 
NiO vcard) Cweael 


Pay SS UH dS 


Dnlemoperatlonalesdelinitilon is a=reasonab ly direct 


° W 
measure Otmmettraction . 


Attitude Toward New Neighbors. Subjects were asked 


what they would do in regard to new neighbors. 


yak 


Gomover bor thelr nouse after they move in 
peyies Tey ea atee Weel Any ced io hee acre 


in AGl) HOG Aer Bal On 5 


Govover sand sintroduce yourself, but do not 
Pinon ce Deli csiesrl ney Ack estore t.; (=. 8 65 40... 5 4 


Dons teromovereunless invited but be 
LOO ec Cel gare Mes ese) sl 


e e ° 2 ° e e e e ° > ° 2 ? 3} 


Don't become too friendly until you have 
had some time to see what kind of people 
they satenee- oe. Beppineca.te 2f 


OC ee A saree tts ew > Z 


Stay away from newcomers and keep to 
Bo ae OU eee Cy OW dagen ome ete a kek ee ol ss fs 1 
ing this mMeasures@the most favorable®attitude (choice 5) 
wouldtbe scorediasuhigh in®terms@®ot a positive attitude to- 


ward neighbors. 


Pie Dea tet eee Co Cliude de inmoureques tionnad te, pele 
followimestsevent @tems@which werePinterspered with other types 
of questionnaire items on the same page. They are similar 
Lo LtemSpusedsbyvothers*toPmedsure alienation (Srole,; 1956: 
Nettler, HID 7 ee oeemMany L959): Each respondent chose an 
answer from ‘each item, and thus would have a score for that 
item. The scores of the seven items on the scale were 


averaged sscorevourostale scoret 


GOUE IKE - 


) 
= 
Oo 
09 on 
= 
py Ao © yu es) 
fi) ee) ee tard 
60 4H = 
J a ) ott) Og 
covey a) Eo) 
PG 4 M4 n mH 
OY WO H HH 
qn < a AN 
tremolo tmiappi ness: 1s an 
not expecting too much and being 
content with what comes your way 4 ages al 
Mee rero lye ral tet oe wie Chit id 
tepeintoethesworld the way thangs 
ookmeEo tethers hu Gare. 4 ope i 
When a man is born, the success 
Deca Ot ne. to shave sis already 
decvacdeby tate, eso he might 
SUS t es grell accept. 1 t wand snot 
ueahjec ge Cable 4 Sy eee ak 
In spite of what some people 
say, things are getting worse 
for the average man. 4 SaeeZ 1 
Planning only makes a person 
unhappy since his plans hardly 
work out anyway. 4 Sh 2 1 
TomMeiiseworldvwt ics not inportant 
Owenmucim you Knows Lt “is who *you 
KiOWethauereally, counts. 4 Jaan il 
These days a person doesn't 
réally know who he can count 
on. 4 ee us 
Iintere€orrelations. lf our above assumptions are 


Wiere parents like their neighbors, 


Gyn Bue we ieee ivoyayd 


id Cedars 


tiene we wouldypredi cts that sin those neiehborhoods 


they are high 


Zi. 
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a. They would be positive toward new neighbors, and 


Dee ouch parents would not be alienated. 


in lable), spearman's rho was calculated between the 
ee Census tracts, "and arranged to give positive correla-~ 


CHeOUSsmiteConacts tent swithe predictions. 


PA eee 


TINTERREBATIONS “OF INDICATORS OF "SENIIMENT 
USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


52 S3 
Sl Agtrattion toinedghbors nD m6 
52 Attitude toward new neighbors Pay 


$3 AALS Dial 2 1L@ian 


VOW em Dene Co Chel at 1 Onset wn /Oitdt di.) Ot scwCOons iG teu C 
with our common sense predictions a and b. 

Weswouldealso predict that Gnjthose neighborhood where 
parents were positive toward new neighbors. 

CHencucieparents would not bewalienated, 

Rowe ev tiecorrelation of //eis consietent vith this. 

Thismuoe¢ie will be applied with the various operational 


indicators of the other concepts «as well. 
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the Measupement af Dekinquency Parental Perception and 
Intervention 


OUreEteacwres Pall inte threesrelated categories. A 


Drier descrtptiton Of each category and measure will follow. 


peor Vieminguency.6 lo measure the of ficial welin- 
dicen Gyyegiemmused (four different, operational definitions namely: 
meLegede:l wmauemeysar ater. fonda le idelginduency .ate, total delin-=- 
Gieucymeacemand polices ranking  ote=delinquency. 

Byemale delinguencys late, we mean the number of male 
delinquent cases in a neighborhood known to the police in 
Pipsmoverstnemtotalenumber of males sunder 19 in1966 in “tne 
same area. . By female delinquency rate we mean the number of 
female delinquent cases in a neighborhood known to the police 
imeroosover the total) number of females under 19 in 1963 in 
thes same, area... By total delinquency rate we mean) the mumber 
of delinquent cases of both sexes in a neighborhood known to 
pPlempolvcemin 1969 over the population under 19 in 196%) in 
twelaane area. By police ranking of delinquency, we mean the 
rankings of the various neighborhoods in terms of ded in awecy sr 
These rankings were assessed by a policeman Cin the Edmonton 
Police Force) experienced in observing juvenile delinquency 


problems. 


Parental Perception of Delinquency. This category in- 


eluded two measures. A brief description of each measure 
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(a) Perception of safety in neighborhood. This measure 


Wecar tne followine qtest? onnaire item: 
HOW sanes tSeite for children to play in the street where 


yOUmLiVvet 


MCh emer mos tet reets aie eS eens i. a lel oo. se 5 
SubCaet  aleemOc bmeG ticee OS4) a. 17. To <8 cece me os) Telos tals SUeAl 4 
BE OU eS Gace mere Msc.) . 6a) Why lnm be cals %. Sous 3 ee z) 
MoOrewaan Peer Ouseithnan. Most SitTeetS.). Biase: bhewetkuc sad 2 

if 


PM Gtienore ideancverous than most) stmeets ein thky«:« «2s Gs 


in “hisemeéacure the neighborhoods where dit was. siafest. for 
children (chotce..:)) "would ber scored asahtohoin terms of the 


Patent siperception of satety in neiehberhood. 


(Doeme Goeept..on (of yout he.bpen ayo rc. This measure used the 


following two items. 


Lt you have a teén- Mis Deleamcsemuchemoresstivan most., =. 3 
age son, how would Misbehaves a little more than most. 4 
you compare him to ADO UMA Vel eee (ese e eaeaber is ee “ss Ooo Sey oO 
Others insthe neigh= Misbehavese as little less! than’ most. 2 
borhood? Misbehaves.much less than most .. 1 
Poy ourtavema Leen— Misbehaves. much more than most™”. . 5 
age daughter, how Misbehaves a little more than most. 4 
would you compare ADO UES ny Cae CMs Best te mts Mem te ee ee er bs cs eS 
Det e01 ObMe rs) it Misbehaves" a, litt le tess than most. 2 
the neighborhood? Mie Dendavesmitucharess. Than most .* a8). aL 


tremavecageiecmore OL these itemsswould be the score of our 
Measute.e Lhowe nelLenborhoods where parents perceived their 
Chitdren as more mischievous than other teenagers in the same 


area would be scored as high on "perception of youth behavior". 
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WuLbiivenesish it din tenveme.” Wnderothis,tcategory we had six 
measures. The first three measures used the following question- 


i@ehil taxes Th TOS TNEY 8 


MOenavermcecenmsome teenagers slash the tires on your car. 


What would you do if ped bees Sle iy Tey idl Melee ee ts PI deh Edn ee 8 Hh 
yourdon’t know their Find out where they live and 
addresses, but you tell eeiceparerts = . NS, F208 COR~ 2 
know they live in the Wait until you see them again 
neighborhood, and you mca me LOMmeC Lea tee Cor es hate 
learn their names? Daye nOtwnemto the parents or 
teenagers, but tell other 
The toe) DOR Smee Onl Cum UCR, see eu Me oe) 6 ed 
(Oa, cin Carne eet ee ees ea 
What would you, do if Gayle rh emple lt CC ten betes cer he) ees ape 
tieyewere children of eG lms Dace iis mete de sete Me we ee cae 2 
neighbors you knew? Wait untidl@youssec, then again 
ZheMel fekewl ke of aiaym (AlSNENIS Osermce ceeetye ite. Ge ee! 


Dave OLIN?  COmt ile Daren te 1O.r 
teenagers, 0 UleLe LU laotiver 


Wed ior suea Doll tard Cememe ese hee ry ee eet 
DOW O Clits ae eta anette es Cee ae cry er slant 
Wieteyouldsyvyou do if Ca ie ter em pod Ceti. up ese eee os ee ee 
they were children of Telly the parents papi ter eater eee we 
closerrelatives( Wait until you see them again 
Soe Ca eet MC Leone eee Sree ee ee es eS 
Saye OtiamCecO mMcleepa rents 
OEmteciagers, bul cell otner 
eden Dio Gomes WOU le te eres sca peat + 
Domi Ot hiv 0 meme mee ieee ete wey Ce) ee aes EO 


Wovealledgtne percentage of people ina neighborhood choos-— 
ipeeei ther | telm the parents," Of "Walt uatll you see them 
again and talk to them," the score of the measure, JUeciempece ery: ok 
intervention--your car." 


We called the percentage of people in a neighborhood 
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chioes imcah ce lle Chiesip old ces,t" ttehessicorer offi the: measure," call 
pole. Geny or ioar .y' 

Wel ical led sithes percentage! of people in a neighborhood 
ChOOStiesronen Oteithe cholthowinecy wiSayimothine: totthemparents 
Ome cenare rsh a butetellls other me lehbor si aboute dite rand “ido 


not hinei,s! 


bess cores ofa thesneasume ge Do nothinge—-your car," 
Thessecond threes measures used basically the same con- 
tence Ota taper above Gquestmonmalrers items) but *thiss time! we asked 
wueatwthey subjiects would, do if they saw teenagers slash the 
tires of someone else's car in the neighborhood. 
We called the percentage of people in a neighborhood 
Semoun gwewtner © tell) the petGrents, Yor Uwait: until-you see 


themecaingandk talk? totthem,/@therecore of the measure, 
“informal intexvention-someone else's car." 
We called the percentage of people in a neighborhood 


‘the seore of the measure, “call 


Croosine call che police, 
police-someone else's car." 
We called the percentage of people in a neighborhood 


eroostiemousmo wm Lies remaining tems ithe score of the mea- 


sure, "Do nothing-someone else's car." 


Interrelations. If our above assumptions are correct, 
then we would predict that those neighborhoods where male 
delinquency is high would also be: 

anuttiehetin,temale delinquency 


Dawe ieietia vOuealede Linguency 
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e. fankedpas high in delinquency by the police 

We would also predict that in those neighborhoods where 
fémalke delinguencyeisthich«vouldealso,.be: 

ieee hieghetngtotel delinguencysand.in police ranking 

We would also predict that in those neighborhoods where 
botal delindqiweneyel sahiehiwould also be 

oo ttehein police ranking 

Pie ables a tien inter. e Matwiomscmot indicators of official 
delinquency using: Spearman's) rho is) consistent with these 


common sense predictions. 


TABLE 2 


INTERRELATIONS OF INDICATORS OF OFFICIAL 
DELINQUENCY USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


D2 D3 D4 
D1 Male Delinquency Rate 3/0 VFS} se sie 
D2 Female Delinquency Rate Shs) .60 
DeelLovatl sve linguency. Rate ond, 


D4 Police Ranking of Delinquency 


SitcCemtneomcorce ation of totaljdelinquency with other indi- 
Geatore ot oftreral delinquency were reasonably high, we would 
choose the former as the representative indicator. 

We would also predict that in those neighborhoods where 


POtalindelinguency is high: 


Zo 


£. Parents would perceive the neighborhood as less 
Safewtorm ehein=children* 

g. SuUCHEeparentstwiLl also@pereeive that teenagers in 
their neighborhood are more mischievous than those in other 
neighborhoods. 


ehatsel oo kKeaeeLabp-lLe.©3% 


TABLE 3 


INTERRELATIONS OF INDICATORS OF OFFICIAL 
DELINQUENCY AND THOSE OF PARENTAL 
PERCEPTION USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


D5 D6 

D3 Total Delinguency Rate BS spay) 
DweeoSCCe DLC Ot oarery if 

Neighborhood ~44 


DO" Perception of Mouth ebehavdior 


Rowe Wiehe omre lab Lons  0f St andie 3s eS cOnG ie Cent 
with our common sense prediction. 

We would 421so0 predict that in those»neighborhoods where 
parents perceive their neighborhood as less safe for their 
ening dren: 

ues tiey wiotldsalso perceive that the teenagers in 
such neighborhood are more mischievous than those in others. 

Pow eeu tetaple ss with 4 comrelation- of 1.44 16 consistent 
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Weswmoulde predict 'theat: 

im eDaPrentslwillstake similar action.-to intervene 
Uletiotecverdelinguentyact Ls ~domesto Vyour ,.car” rorsyto 
"someone else's car". 

i the greater the informal response, the less likely 
a formal on," do mothing" response, 

BE. gathere will be a negative relation between -formal 
and informal response, 

fe « Lene wisll beunaune La tion, ,0 1 eaq.eak are lation 
etweenetormal and do nothing" response. 

Wepebnere willbe yno fre Latbi.ono my aawe ak anel atd.on 


between « tnformal and "do wmothine,) mesponsie. 


TABLE 4 


INTERRELATIONS OF INDICATORS OF 
"WILLINGNESS TO INTERVENE" 
USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


D8 D9 D1O pa! Di2 
Dig, GadbigePio lacesy our cclar 06.1 | E0918 = 5 6) . ORS S00) 
A B 
D8 Call Police~someone 
eleeus car -.57 -.56 mie, ib) 
DI ii eOtialelieer ven bLOn— wie aris Wee 
your car 5 pels2 oiled 
C 
DOs wavtommasl ln tektwven tton- 
someone else's car 5 alee Ae) 
Pet vo uNotnLae=—y our car LL 


D12 Do Nothing-someone 
else's car 
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Pie tercen wero els ecolunmial. “row 3, column 3. and row 5, 
Sor ne ee eCneCOmL erations Of. Ole,09. and .51 ts cconsis— 
Eent with our tcommon sense prediction that parents will take 
similar action to intervene whether the delinquent act is 
done sto sayourmcat sor to “someone else's car! 

ise eemenow. La columns 2) and 3 with correlations 
Of ota vaersoortands bow Mm. Columns m@znand GO With correlations 
Ooo etands = [081s Cone Suentewitheour prediction that ‘there 
Wile pemasieeattve relarion between formal and» informal 
response. 

Cus ver mei. ce. FOWL, Columns: 4 and 5) and row 2, 
Ccovuumnw4sand 5S is reasonably "consistent with our common sense 
Poeeutch on tnateenere willebe no relation of 4a week relation 
between formal? and "do nothing" response, with correlations 
ele UO ae? Jean d) 6:45". 

Closer 6.2 OWS ~ecOutimi cet. and J with correla— 
odio Ore eea de (ean d Owed secOLumns- 4cand > with 
eormrelat vows eos 6il2 aid .40°%1s "reasonably consistent with 
Gun commonsense prediction that) there will be no relation 
or a weak relation between informal and "do nothing" response. 

Sancerallomessuress Within» ag¢ategory turned out to be 
consistent with our common sense prediction, we deemed it 
appropriate sto. check the interrelations of the representa-— 
tive indicators of these three categories of delinquency 
isime Spearman,'s rho. We decided to choose eA wen echt erelt-y Rslgele— 


quency," "perception of safety in neighborhood" and 


a 


"informal intervention-your car," as the representative 
fii voAcOrcesOrsOur= analy sise 

We would predict that in those neighborhoods where 
toca ecelinitiency: 16 inieh , 

awemeparentsowill perceive, such a neighborhood as less 
Sa ee Oretneim children. 

bD.-=sueh* parenteiwill Tess Wikely°intervene*informally 


finwcctinpuentsactsraremaone to theia carsy 


TABLE 5 


EINTERRELATIONS OF THE REPRESENTATIVE INDICATORS 
OF THREE CATEGORIES OF DELINQUENCY 
USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


D5 D9 
D3 Total Delinquency 545 453 
Doepece cept tonsotfsSatetyTin Nedehborhiood ~84 


Die itormainwnteryention-your car 


loelalemowwecow wl wlth Compe talons sot. 45 and 143 1s 
Cousistent with our Common sense prediction. 

We would also predict that in those neighborhood where 
parents pewmecive the area as much safer’ for their children: 

Cimesueimoarents will Vikely intervene doatormally at 
delinguent acts “are done to thelr cars. 


PHugmoe Tut a correlation of 1.O4 Is consistent with this. 


a3 


The Measurement or 7 Interaction 


WenUSseaqmatx GLrrearent. measures of imteractiLon. onl ware We 


deseriptionsot each measure will follow. 


Mateos reibpOrliness. This operational definition 


used the following questionnaire items: 


During the last month, how many neighbors did you: 


Call on the telephone Ome et Oy Oo OF Ore 
Haveuad talc wlth sin sche 


yard or street ORAL 2eer4t sabes seforinore 
Exohanee. favocs with Ole eee ome ee Onn 6. Oo Ot amore 
Talk about’ problems with O@1S2OB E455) .677°8 or more 
Veo amore ra VemeGOu teen Wat i OR ia ees eee any Oro CeanlO re 

During the last, month, how 

Care edd day Olle Ons Osrpat it Les 

Gimeebotrogethers that in 

cluded mostly people from 

the neighborhood? Om aes ee Ome ee Ou rel O Te 


The mean score. of the above five items would be the 
score of this measure. The more neighbors one interacts with 


Giteminie edguuuesecOTe’. 


Community League Participation. DnaSswopenat tonal des 
finition used the following questionnaire items with the 


Oruoinal score reversed: 


Do you or your husband hold office Husiband, 2; yes 2d, no 
or committee membership in the 

community league in your area? Wife 2y oor lao 
Do you or your husband attend the Tite ainie Tey.esuels £400 


meetings of the community league 
in your area? Wife Zi ames! ws a0 


34 
Thewmean score of the above four items would be the 
Seute@wo lt seitoauieasure. The more often the parents partici- 


pete in Community league, the higher the score. 


Homeownerahap. This operational definition used the 


following questionnaire with the original scores reversed: 


sy our presentedwelling OWNED or being bought Z 
RENTED 1 
MONET EU muaD Om LO nee; eulitsy opetartonal derinition 


Gscc rile £O1 Lowliop ques tLONiad teu Leem. 


At the present time is the Rey eee Ut eee eae 
woman of the house employed Regula wepartatl mea. 
outside the home? sometimes full-time < . 


sometimes part-time <= . 
NOu ame Cue LS La over sce views ML oe 


PNW 


Dimes omeasice., CloLce,o,mtie Mother who had ayregiudar 
full-time job would be scored as high in terms of "mother 


im daber torce". 


Length of Occupancy. This operational definition used 


the following questionnaire item: 


Lessmtihan a -year . =. tf 

How long have your lived Lat? VIC AEST Set, Gla’. oe hs 2 
at your present address? Sys We MS) SA ey eae $ 
Sev eey Ca Ls ia Mes 4 

5 


Oryecarsoremore, (7h. s 


Participation in Organizations Other Than Community 


Heavue.slhais measure used the Fok OWwaneeduest LOntal re tens. 


OTBER THAN THE COMMUNITY 
LEAGUE, in how many 
Oreanizationstda ktyoulor 
vour husbend Neldtoffice 
or committee membership? 
Church srobpy, union, 
home and school, sports 


eroups., POlttical ‘eroups , 


etc.) 


OTHER THAN THE COMMUNITY 
LEAGUE, of how many 
Opealizabieis do you or 
your husband regularly 
attend meetings? 


The mean score of the 


SCOrRS Ci Chars meAqumee - 


Husband 0O 


Wife 


0 


Fiusinam al 0 


Wife 


Boeywe if @elie 


0) 


oy) 


Pee Heo. Oi. Oo wOn. mo re 


PASEO) 7 6. OL more 


2a. Ae IOe Jae On Om re 


2345 67 8 or more 


items would be the 


hhe mo te@orben parents, participate 


in organizations other than community league, the higher the 


SicOGe. 


fiierrel ations . Pf our above, assumptions are correct , 


then we would predict that for those neighborhoods which 


were "neighborly" they: 


aeeerould belong to ttre community *league more, 


Demeiave (paren os WLti a SlienL iy NL ener amount, Ox 


home ownership, 


Cu “teave es iichtly tewer mothers, in labor force, 


ad, —"haye parents who have Lived at the same address 


tomers Lounger time, 


Se aitave more participation in community “activities 


(outside of community league). 


36 


TABLE 6 


INTERRELATIONS OF THE INDICATORS OF 
INTERACTION USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


1? 3, 14 3 5 

Il Manifest neighborliness =F 05 CO Le SS) 
I2 Community league 

Pant cl pataon a Sieh eaGAre) .06 oe: 
1S Tomcersig  — NO 1 a eS 
Dieawtiother dn, labor force gS) ~42 
Pawhene ths of, occupancy eee 
EGgeaat Lcd pation. An A 


Ore@anizatLons, Gtner 
than community league 


Im Cable 68, Spearman's rho was. calculated between the 
(ee meticeeeGactis . and arnanoed tO. oive posd tive correlations 
Ine Cons LSs.tent with predictions. 

DOE SUSE ton COnG dS t Cite WwelGhOutresn medic t Pons. gl eno wg i 
Ulan epbar Goisomea positive, conrelations ,, namely: 10 Dike wel) pend 
Ri Pebuitovens Gee reer LOW... Lie, amp cath om us, not sclear wel, 
bares we, Suspect, that. manifest nedghbornliness may be measuring 
dite rcitaaspecths, if Intenaction sand should not be, treated 
[Mle Gene eniner jas othe wother idd.catorns .of ginteracgtion. 
We will, therefore, treat manifest neighborliness as a 
distinet. vactiable..for Jdater analysis, will study in greater 
detadls the discovered, inconsistency,. Rowiel. aco Lumn, lo cand 


the entire row 2 show that community league participation 


afi 


foo ote em cOne Ls tent aweth our predictions. Its implica- 
Clon es tommc ear er them Mlowevernuwsone possibile explanation 
Semon dteanottercamin Vaborbioree have, littlestimneyto tay tin 
thes neLenboswood: ‘therefore they wish to find means of know- 
iVveew ett elss eO1ne) Ole ne thetinanerenborniood. “The community 
fearuewcouldsprovide a soodsopportunity toyknow neighbors 
SvOm Clee act iy ties 

Lives ovnereaquinates tors of tmteract ton are generally 
eonsistént with our common sense predictions. Manifest 
feecnborliness =andweoumunity league participation seem 
Sere rmeCOMGeD Tose Git seremt aspects sot interactton or ‘are 
inet vdedainwanbroadereconcept the nature of which is stilt 
unknown. 

Civete aes. c. | FLOWS 3), p4 andm represents. Lie inter 
Corredmtl ones ofehomeownersnip, mother in labor force, length 
biaoccupancy and participation in organizations other than 
Community league, and is consistent with our predictions. 
For’ the time being it seems to be reasonable to regard the 
imdicators of imteraction as having two distinct indicators 
and one cluster, namely: manifest neighborliness, community 
leacue participation which seem to be distinct and the four 
Oener, Cuisiges A . Among the operational detinitions in 
@luster A, we would select partLeipation in organizations 
other than community league as the representative indicator 
Ge thea eluster on the basis that it is related to other 


Out Ore sin cle cluster. 
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The Measurement of Familism 


We usedq four attitudinal measures and three indirect 


Meascunressse. bDrter description of each meastire will follow. 


Attitudinal measures 
Family Integration. This measure usied ethes following 


Poteecuestlonnatre items : 


How many evenings during the 

Pacstemontieditus you, anu your 

family do something at home 

together (not including 

Reece ele Ves) 0 OMe eee et Oot Onn te MO Le 


How many times during the 

fot moncthnedid your tamily 

Satiemouc. 20 skating, gO 

EQpa movie, 20) Lora 

Peay cvs ee LC oont Ome tec ee eG Ole Ome Oe mone 


How many times during the 

fast eMoven cold you or your 

husband take some of your 

Cold rensout (sports, 

movie, etc)? (mien? ees meee Oa) a Ol Oe One 


How many times during the 

bast month cid your teen— 

acer nearest 15 %go skating, 

Po movies, to Gat out, etc. 

WLENPthe “rest of your 

family? melee? See) e Ones Cem On emo Le 
The averaged score of these items would be the score of 

our measure. In this measure the neighborhood where families 


are most integrated (choice 8 or more) would be scored as 


Nien in terms of family integration. 
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Peisly Aetitude. This measure used the following 


questionnaire with the original scores reversed: 


co) 
= 
Om) oP 
dun o co 
Ce) p40 
a «av 0 eo) 
YY ovos Yd << Oo 
Gm HH n fg wm HY 
O YVMOHO H 
at natan AN 
All married couples should have 
Seeidren Lf they are able «to. LN 3 me if 
Upestixst) thing to,considerewhen 
Peckingsashomesis whether tt is 
jesbest Surroundine for raising 
children. be 332 1 
Having both the husband and wife 
work during the early years of 
Poet atemisytimportant. 2S 4 
Paiarried womanywith, jobeskildls 
Or, tfaining shguld work even 
tmough it may not be ideal for 
the children. ik Pps 4 


The averaged score of these items would be the score 
Pieotimenedoige. win thisemeasure the most7favorabie, family 


attitude was choice number 4. 


Childe s birthday Celebration. | Tiles operational 
definition used the following questionnaire items with the 


Srieinalescores reversed: 


DonyOupsndptiherrestyof »thesfanily ado anything» spetial 
forwenoanmots your scuildren’ Ss birthdays? 


Always  =—5 
Usually - 4 
Sometimes - 3 
sebdone—- 2 
Never - lL 
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Pater Oe Communications: Inie operational derini— 


Pe omeUscdecieer ol bowing questionnaire items with the original 


scores reversed: 


Answer these next questions thinking of your teenager who 
Pac Logest to age .15:. 


a) 
v 
> & 
Om st a 
pode 2 Ons 
go 8 8 GU YW 
= on eens o> 
4» 0 WV VY 
a) f) @ & & 
Does he/she get together with you to talk 
OMe. Gwalehad Moree = Lis. cee em Place) Sea eer here ne a eb 
Does your teenager discuss what happens after 
Sow emOoU cme e Lei dSis oe \o et emer enon «Ps eB 4 Pe DL 
MicneyouLetectiager tS Cut in’ the evenings do 
Meme etowmw ioe ne shee 1S. wi tit? 1). ee flay eee ee 48 Oe ae 1 
Does your teenager decide how many evenings 
Pee ee CS Oe SOUL). lc) eee os) ee ee eae «eG 4 OZ, 
When your teenager gets into difficulty at 
Sepoolmecomy Ou neat about Lt trom snim/her 
ete i Cents Cet te een es ce ay ec ete es ee OT or dae L 
Perereve en, OulL fOr al evening does your 
teenager tell you where he/she has been? . 54 3 21 


ipemaveracadescore of these items would be the score 


of “parent-youth communication." 


Imdivrect Measures 
Proporesciwotebarents Married. ihismoperacionaly de 
finition used the following questionnaire item with the 
Griginal scores ceversed: 
er me Ce Me ois ees ee she eg a ae ee 


Widowed, Ssepatated Divorced, single |... 1 
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ye Comisa ren Ola larried An. Census Tract... This opera- 
ELonal “definition, used the information from the 1966 Census 
of Canada. The neighborhood where there is higher percentage 


of married women in the age group 15 years of age and over 


would be scored as high,.on percentage of married. 


Pemeemtuase Orevivotced gine Ceneissr tact. This opera— 
Geonual derinatvon used the information from 1966 Census of 


Gamrarcdrare 


Mreecrcorre! actions 

Weawillla divide our. .wdiscussion into three parts, namely 
MIC EME cCwCOtre bations Of Indl catorns OL .remilism from the 
EOMMmUnLEyeoutyey, she intercorrelations of the two indicators 
Git amitlesen trem the 19660 Census, and the correlations of 
cCommuntLoyssurvey indicators with those from the census data. 

Poet ueetLrSst aGiscussdon weswill, examine the inter-— 
eecrelatrous of attitudinal measures andj then }the correla- 
tions between these attitudinal measures and another measure 


Ca ie tenes pc OpOruLon §O1. parentse presently married. 


Attitudinal Measures from Community Survey. Disa 


ove etipe rors are: correct; then=we=would predict ¢hat-an 
those neighborhoods where families Siew hb ee ide da, 
a. parents would have positive attitude toward 
ieee ae | 
Dees uche parents wouldedo something special for each 


Sreeretrechiiidaren 6s birthday=, and 
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Chee swenwparenites would communicate well with their 
children 
ineebler 7, Spearman" sirholiwas. calculated! between the 
iSecensus! tracts® and “arran'gedttiolpeivel positive! correlations 


igetconsis LentP wa the predictions . 


TABLE 7 


INTERRELATIONS OF INDICATORS OF FAMILISM 
FROM BOTH COMMUNITY SURVEY AND CENSUS 
DATA USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


F2 F3 F4 1a F6 F7 


Fl Family integration eh) 
fe Family attitude pahé 
Eo) Chivdren's¥birthday 

celebration = pal 
4) Parent—youth 

communication poll 
Ramee OpOte Lon Of C 

Darentts= Married . 88 
POS Percent mar riled in 

Censusmeract . 010 


Pyeerercentedivorced in 
Wen Strsm isa et 


Row |. of cluster A shows general positive relations of 
Bveiuteeracion with family attitude, children s birthday 
celebration and parent-youth communication with correlations 


Met ey OU ey o.mrecpectively  sdud 13 therefore, consistent 
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with the abovesprediction. 

We would also predict that there would be positive 
relations among the other measures. The findings are 
generallysconsistent with (thesedpredittions thatefamily 
eteltudetisepostively related topchildwrentsebirthday cele- 
bration, and parent-youth communication with correlations 
Obeatieandy-Glyrcapactively anvdtthatechiidren's birthday 
celebration is related to parent-youth communication with 
ae CObkne M@tionhe £4.08 ¢ 

Dhusiwe cayewthatgthie sintersvelationseéof cattitudinal 
measures form community survey are generally positively 


Gonrelated: 


Seiitudinale Measures and Proportiongo Parents Presently 


Married. Civstexr Bosiows positive correlations of propor 
DOM OLepaAGentSs Married with family integration , family 
attitude, children's birthday celebration and parent-youth 
Comune tHoleweth pOSLtive, coprelathons: of. ..25, .42),. 69 
Spdasslomrespectively and is therefore consistent with the 
preduet Wommetueteetiere would be cemeral positive relations 
betweem indirect and attitudinal measures from community 
Mine mele neoade np GonoulLd moti cea tiat the correlation be-— 
tween propogctaon of miarents married and parent-youth 
communication is low. 

fitineenow to. tie: two measures ftom the census, we 


mote that the correlation between percentage of married and 
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the percentage of) divorced in census is .66 which is consis- 
Gemr  0 Cieihieripime diction’ otha te bhereswowdlid: biey tal positive 
corre Waisonerb atrwe eng ct het ctwor dim diseat omss otertamd lism: from the 
1966 Census. We have not decided which one of the census 
Mem swine sy eissi BC of tbie= sie] eict ed) sfior! ueaine rreana@lys iss, but dnesthe 
next paragraph we will relate each of these measures to the 
Communities Sucveys data itoyieee def tthey pedatie ctol ther latter 
daat fernenitliyy. 

bots Ghiktse tiene 3 di tp amt: goiter sah er idats Chis sion, ww es ew ial le.comw resaitie 
PimesecOmmMmUn tystsurveyaiivddscators with those from the census 
data meus Ger Gachowssat hertyep oi) ec enitagmarimie disims eachrecemsus 
Ciacrciiae RO etic restated: ttiomc htielyd ren: sce bdiwtihday, ced eb ra ti.oni, 
avdeip uop Ort bon, Of warentssmannied auth rcorredations,of .32 
and .O9 srespectiively but. is negatively ‘correlated with 
iparislyy Cite cag telonis tamdalyr tatet dae 6) sand) epraren ty oulbhy rcom- 
mampecest deonaawa Ghiccormmell ati oms politm 22 20je0c..0ic. anid —it24-enespec-— 
mig iy. MEuiUSetiies correlations of percentage of married in 
Census) tract watn the community survey indicators are in 
SnecalenotLequite An, agreement with sour prediction that 
taere wouldmbpempositive relations between the indicator from 
eensus data and those from the community survey. Now let 
nmeelook aoc ter second variable from the census data. The 
percent divorced in each census tract (EJ), ish correlated 
Peosltively With family integration, family attitude, 
Caildben s birthday celebration, parent-youth communication 


and proportion of parents married with correlations of .37, 
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wow) sero lesands,cGurespectively (last column Of cluster C) 
nde i Seitherefore=consistent with our expectations. 

Between the two measures from the census we would choose 
Bencentorve Ot divorced from census tract for later analysis, 
Cet iembasi se tiat it is positively, related to the community 
Sunveyeindircators and is alsio a ‘Glearer indicator of broken 
Marriages. When one remembers that the percent married can 
be markedly influenced by the number of single women who are 
Row ota eda te lomcledy sthatettamiohty be a poor indi 
CaAcomear unnqgppy "families. 

Among the measures from the community data we would 
Solceteramibyeintesration for later “analysis on the basis 
BitowupeMenepoOalLotvely correlated with family attitude, 
Celie saburridcayacelebration~=parent—-youth communication, 
Mecponrelonmotiparents married sand percentage of ‘divorced in 
Censusmepectrand that it is also a measuresor internal 


Bone yra Giy Lb eS. 


Summary 

inthis’ chapter we assessed “the individual variables. 
Vieneticewaid sotintercorréelativon "Or andi cators “of the same 
concept using Spearman's rho we selected some variables for 
later analysts. Im the chapter that tollows;, we will use 


these selected variables for testing the theoretical model. 


CHAPTER LV 


TESTING THE MODEL 


in Chapter Lil we inter-related various operational 
definitions of the same concept to see if they were in fact 
Positive lyre lated. Lie Outcomemorethat portion, of the 
analysis helped us to select seme of the indicators to test 
Bem Ce le weLin CUreu Vic debts CUOmmetue Indicators which. we 
PEWS e SL elOUCeciLey May. DOLD es thes peste choles, we do 


believe that they make sense to our theoretical framework. 


CONCEPT SHERECLED  LNDLCALTOR 
ies hitermactvon LOA Cn DainlLOnean so Goan te a 
tions other than the 


community league 


Li Neighborliness 


ae sentiment Satire ct Von tLOeDe Len bors 
Dee ored ca le percep tLon Do Verception, ob isalety in 
ofesatetye.in neighborhood 


neighborhood 
Co hams bus m Leet ame yee eer a1 On 


T/SPeccentagenoleda vorced in 
GEMSWS ieeeere 


De Intervention in 


delinquency DO Vinieorma lente nventton—your 
car 
OF eOtadcial, delinguency Dep lOLe lode Landqien cy ara be 


Wetmore listwpot, tie. selected Indicators of the 
Concepts in the Model. 
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Testine Specific Hypotheses 


A number of specific hypotheses can be derived from 
Slom oOctomiisctscoed in Chapters lin. First of all. *we would 
expect) general positive relationships among measures of 
mle recEvuonmtsemtiment, fLamilism, perception of safety in 
Het embiorneodmweuntwormal intervention and low rates of delin- 
quency. Seconcdiyewe Can think of our model as a series of 
Causa lacie ns. Only three “causal ichains will be discussed. 
se leetedbimdicators will®be wsed te test ,thie model. hae 
use PEwo tindicators to measure the Same concept we will 
check how well these two are related. Lt gohey Zaire. «low Ly. 
related we would'rexpect that they related to other indicators 
WeStomirece causal Cuains dLiterent ty, we Our attention, will be 
drawn to those’ measures which either show negative or. low 
relationships. 

Pit ottenimiat Ware would predict that there would be 
Gos itive rediattonships among “participation in organizations 


Y Meaetrac— 


other than the community league, "neighborliness, 
tion, to netghbors,' “perception of safety in neighborhood,” 
Seat lbymiiterrarton, “percentage Ofedivorced in census 
tract.” Sanrormal intervention-your car" and "total delin- 
quency rategs 

In Table 8, Spearman's rho was calculated between the 


(oeecencus eracts , and arranged to give positive correlations 


eeconsietene With predictions. 
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TABLE 8 


INTERRELATIONS OF SELECTED INDICATORS 
USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


Thal spl D5 Fl ey, D9 D3 


POR artic pat hon 10 
OLeantzat oOnseother 
than community 
league elo eee OO ee Oar feo mee e100 


LieNelenborliness she) ~ lO Sear Me ONS R mses keane Many ae 


Duk Qerssceteneubom) iets 
neighbors Oe Ose te De 0 tee O89 


DS Perception of 
Sabet ya in 
neighborhood eWee  epich Sho scbattol e's ca ag!) 


Pie tant lyeia veg ra 
tion Hew 5 CE AES) 


F7 Percentage of 
Cas yviovg ced man 
census treact apee POu 


DI toruval inter 
VenrEnoa- youre ca fC a43 


Demet ocatwsaeirnd wency 
Gace. 


imeceneral tne selected andicalors are positively dnter— 
feleaved and "tius support Our prediction that we would expect 
general positive relationships among measures of concepts of 
Souncermeinmtne model, We will discuss the indicators in 
greater detail when we déal with causal chains. Three 
Cauca leenaddeviild be used, each of which forms a series of 


hypotheses to organize our ideas. 
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Pwpotpesiaa laseWe would expect thateinteraction, leads 
PmDOch Li vemsenibimeontawhicniadm turne leads, to.intormal ~iucer=— 
Veni LONmwendsacmaareesli leadsy togascecrease, invofficdad 
delinguency. 

More specifically as shown in Figure 4 we would expect 
thereswouldybe, aypositive relationship, between. 'participa-— 
Moone Lomeore and zations OLNeTe Ehany communi tye league! and 
"neighborliness". We would expect each of the two selected 
MeacuLes Ori nite react lonewould bes pos i tavelly,correlared with 
wattraction to netehbors” which in turn would be positively 
ecrredatedawatishaniocmeal interventionsyour, car!’ which ia 
bucne would bepposdtively, correlated with low “total delin-= 


quency rate". 


Dmtewe.honn => ep oent iment ge => Informal) = 4 Ofticaal 
cheehie Delinguency 
(Parti cipattons in (Ape cr One Ommere nl Cale O 
Ts aes neighbors) delinquency (oteat 
than community A eae 
league) Se (informal | 7 q y 
A SS pet rate) 
tyne GW en 
(Neighborliness) tion-your 
ean) 
Dome em hegre: eo leMOode learn tales Withs pclected 


tinpditecators in Parentheses. 


With. time eaid.of. Figure 4 we,obtained our hypothesis lL. 
Woceptnat thes Operational indicators,of the, concepts have 
been placeds,iny parentheses. 

Theresis,a positive but low relationship (.15) between 


: : : 
“partieipation in organizations other than community league' 


Bye) 


and -"neighborliness". Since ‘they are different measures of 
the same concept and are lowly related, we must be careful 
not to use them as alternative indicators, because they may 
PeaccmeOPOLVeCr es Varitaples=dirfterently. Let us consider 
Sie we Onmne rat non se with s wabtraction to melenbors!, ~Our. 
Ce hOumism Usted. ss Partlespetuonein organizations (orner 
Chane comminityeleasue’ ts highly related to ‘attraction to 
neighbors" with a correlation of .90 while "neighborliness" 
toe lowlysrelateds lor the same variable with a» correlation 
Oe Oe 

Pollowine tunes causal= chainewertind that “there is ja hagh 
positive relationship between "attraction to neighbors" and 
St eoetaleimtervention-your car’ withea correlation’ of 193. 
Soethnerend of w@ite chain we have jasmedium positive correla 
Misimotee iirormal intervention -your care with _total>delin-— 
Guencvyerates with a correlation of y.43.. “All “correlations 
come from Table 8, 

inmecomcelvading this firet causal chain discussion, we 
findeour results in generalesupport’ for our prediction that 
interaction leads to positive sentiment which in turn leads 
to informal intervention and as a result leads to a decrease 
WeeOEtaclajgnelinguencys." We®caution the reader that 
"Darticipation in organizations other than community league" 
and "neighborliness" cannot be used as alternative measures 
Sf interaction. lt seems that “participation in organizations 


other than community league" is a better indicator of 


oe 


interaction’ initvernsi) pf tsl relationship with) sentiment% 


Hypounesta elle) Interaction, sentiment and familism 
Pocetictminrivence correct parental perception of safety in 
Herehnborhoodewhteh in tumn leads to informal intervention 
tne celvinguen cy. 

More specifically as shown in Pisure so swe would expect 
there would be positive correlations of "perception of safety 


inenetesnDoOrhoodsewith = participattonsinsoreanizattons other 


thane ecommiunity league... “neiehborliness, “attraction to 
te bOrse ae tamielvye inteecration. sands percent edivorced in 
Cevstismttactus © hneanc-eartier chapterswe ‘showed that family 


tmtvetrattonwe wasppositiveiysrelatedsto spercent divorced in 


evans metic ae trea 


Bbut=ethe relationship was not high. We would 
expect that "perception of safety in neighborhood" would be 


positively correlated with "informal intervention—your car”. 


Sentiment 


(ACEGac tt onmto 
neighbors) 


J 


——— Parental perception 


Line Caco Lon 


Olesatetyein Decen=—" -——olniormal 
(Participation sin borhood intervention in 
organizations other {i delinquency 
than community 
league) Familism 


(Neighborliness) (Family integration) 


(Percentage of divorced 
in census tract) 


Higure so. uneoretical Model. bart Wtls ea With Selected 
indicators in Parentheses. 


ad 


Bye 


Wepmu ll vehecisthe grelatiionships of the indicators of 
concetm imgrabe 13. eLherme isj.q reasonably, hich «positive 
relationship between “participation in.organizations other 
than community league" and "perception of safety in neigh- 
Dasnoody ele agcortealation sof eucG wbut there sis, a\reasonab..ly 
low positive relationship between "neighborliness" and 
Wperception of safety in’ neiehborhood” with a correlation 
Ofe.05. Again the twormeasures of interaction related 
ieee rentivye tom perception sof sartety in. neighborhoods. The 
Pomoeclatzon ot attraction to neighbors: with /perception -of 
safety in neighborhood" is reasonably high with a correlation 
Cir oo Ce oince we have two measures of “famijlism we will check 
tneie correlation first. -The relationship between’-"family 
Mtecereatton sanpdeupercent divorced in census tract’ is fairly 
POwmieimaCOTretat On, Ole. j/2 Nes Cal None tresneader azain 
Puesewtwoemeasures Of familism Should not be wsed’ as aiter— 
mative variables. This caution is justified, “Perception 
Of cafety in neighborhood" is lowly related to “family 


viene aecoOLr ee tLonmote. ooM put na ehly. related to 


invecration, 
Peereent diyorced in census tract (.93)%) the relationship 
between "perception of safety in meighborhood" and "informal 
imeerventionsyour car” is High ®with a correlation of <34. 
tieclogine the distussion cor this causal chain we find 
OUryLeswles an generalsesupport our prediction that inter- 


action, sentiment and familism together influence the correct 


perception of safety in the neighborhood which in turn leads 


aps) 


tomintormal® invervention® 1," delinquency. 

Newcawimion= ties reader tiat= tanity intee ration "and 
"percent divorced in census tract" should not be used as 
alternative variables. = lt*seemsthate percent @divorced in 
Census*tracteais a better’ indicator of faniltsm in terms of 


dte=relationship with “perception of safety in netghborhood"™. 


Hypothesie Lil. We would@expect =a 'catisal chain Linking 
So-Stnervinteraction, tama tsmeandeinformal intervention, in 
delinquency. 

More specifically, as shown in Figure 6 we would expect 
(iene Oman pesposteive seorre ations sor. teamily intesration™ 
with "participation in organizations other than community 
Veteie ew i Metosiboriiness >. 8 and suntormalwintervention-your 
car". We would expect there would be positive correlations 
Give ccentmdivorcedsin, census tract swith parti cilpatton, in 
Oncanizatious other than’ community league and “informal 


Svea vyentLou-your car”. 


Interaction ——-——-— Familism -—————_—4 Informal inter- 
vention in 

Mert Gp at Oils. 1 (Family inte- delinquency 

organizations other——» gration) 

than community t A a: 

league) \\ @ercentase of \ (Informal inter- 
T il Sed vorcedm1n vention-your car) 

(Neighborliness) census tract) 


Bigdrosom @ineoretical Model™ “Part Ltils With Selected 
Indicators in Parentheses, 
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Ween cheek tthe sconrelations vof sdoncern Hn able (8 
and also examine whether the two measures of familism differ 
iim Feet ane leat Lons with sentimentirand informal ante rnven tion 
fuadelinduen cy. fiParticipation Hn, orzanizations other “than 
community league" is moderately related to "family inte- 
reaction) | wetahesa scorn elati onjco fei60 Mandireasionably highly 
Peotsbedstom percent divorced in vecensus mract” with a, correla— 
tion of .84. "Neighborliness" is moderately related to 
earelyemucetnatton. Witnmam corre lation OL -.5./ but reasonably 
Howlyereleated tol'percent divorced=in census tract with a 
eorreteation of 20.0. © Intormal tintervention—-your car” Us 
homlveretared to. fanily intesratiom, With a correlation of 
Milmandenicenly rebated Sto ‘percent divorced in “census: tract 
Wreieeeconretagton of. .34%. 

Pomcmmmupethis tieoues Pon wot tne) third causal cain, 
Oumifinudings tare generally “consistent with the prediction 
that there would be positive correlations of familism with 
interaction and informal intervention in delinquency. Our 


results permit us to use "family integration" and " 


percent 
divorced in census tract" as alternative measures of 
PT siepute there as. the possibility that they, reilect 
deece rent aAsmects of the concept. "Percent divorced in 
census tract" again seems to be better related to indicators 
Geotnteraction and informal intervention in delinquency. 


In this particular situation we would argue that inter- 


action may have a direct impact on informal Lmvte pvienitons tn 


5) 


deleretency@anvdeneb simply ineluence informal intervention 

lM dike gieweyeindi rectly through its impact on"parental 
Vereepeionworescatety in ’néeiehborhood.” Likewise we may expect 
Preerachron , sentiment, perception of satety in’ neighborhood 
ahodmhatiomaneromnavye aldirect, 4mpactmon oOffieral delinquency = 


Vevvull wenorerore, (lest two more hypotheses. 


Hypotheses ING eT eerlcmecer dice CimDOSUtlve re latlonsiaip 


DebveeD itera stoneandmmrOrmadgweriterventlon in) delinguency. 
Moremspecitiacaliy., we woukdyexpect, that “informal 
iiterventionu-your car, ts’ positively related to “participa-— 

tion in organizations other than community league" and 
1 Seale 

Wem ieeeireck the corre la tronss c.f Roncern shjats Aa svey Nabe vel 
Mintormatiaitervention-younlcar @  sinigehly «related to 
Uyarticipataon im organizations other than community league” 
Witte correlation of 8. /a but reasonably lowly related: to 
Sretcipom@liness awirh a scortelation of (12. ) Here we wish 
fo point out to the reader that the two measures of inter- 
action relate to "informal intervention in delinquency” 
differently. 

Inweunmour tindines are consistéentwwith the prediction 
PHaAt theresus- a direct positive relationship between inter- 


action and informal intervention in delinquency. 


Hypothesis V. There would be direct eG Sr teey Coe coated 


Plone or morticial delinquency with interaction, sentiment, 


, ~ ar ow ® ot hl ated i ? = 
: 30 ty : a may 
- 7 oe 7 : i aa : ee if ’ - 
7” : 7 eh : — ‘4. ' 
| 7 ee ya na Da 
8) a - 7 : 7 : 
7 a 7 ¢ 2 = a? 
/ > * s = f 7 7 
oh A ee Pah <n 
al a wetana’s Sint 1Hhatotinb. osneu rink ; 
,; = My: _ : PVE Th 
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Perception vor isialety Gin neighborhood *tand *familism: 
Moremspectetcally Sathere fwould be atpositive ‘correlation 


Detow lerM lio tai idewinquerey's and parttcipation in ‘oreaniza- 


ttowsitothervihan comminiity Jleasies" “neighbor lines's )" 
watt pactionatelimetighbors “ba'perception lof Safety dn néighbor- 
iieiods + | iamiiy Cintegra tion: {sande ipercen tf iditvorced: ini'census 


meaty ks 

Oum fiidin e¢sieas tshtown SiiniWlabiPe #S\"support’ these predic- 
Sons ane! teyrcomae lat Gnistes rere.c616).7 a, 2526 BIATL45':,. 0946 anid VIL 
respectively. Piaesivom | Gabe miotueced titat ttine? correla tion 
betmeanenrvetenborlinvesss and “total delinquency" is fairly 
Wore Ge 2.17)" 

POMaNm MUD solr obindines Pare. cenerally consistent with 
Grempredtet om enat there wouldsbe direct positive correla; 
Mie Oeil ering ue cy aw ollie tea GtLOn, Sentiment, 
pereeption, of Safety in neighborhood and familism. -Our 
attention should be drawn to the low correlation between 


"“nHeighbonliiness and "official delinquency”. 


Summary 

fn feist cneapitertwe, derimed tivethypothesies! fromethe 
ioretiice dae cus ceue ineiChapter (iiwand: usied? our selected) andica- 
momsestio. tes tetives Model. Our, findings. in) general, support 
Chesemhypotheses.e WiParticipation in organizations other than 
communiityalieacuel andi lneighborliness’™ are not alternative 


Meals ese ted toraction.. Ghikewise, “family integration" and 
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Uae@eaent divorced hin .census -tract" 


acremwnotealtetnative meas 
Sueeclet ieanyiism | woauracticipatlLonsin organizations other 
than community league' seems to be a better indicator of 
tpecr act Lon witlesupercentidivyorceduiny census tract seems to 
DewesbecttceminudiGcatorhotefami tiem, UNeiphborliness"™ is, in 
general, lowly related to.other measures except for being 
modebarelyereltatedstoy family intesration'. 

WeBoUsmeCt tliat therosmicitepessome confounding factors 
obscuring some of the relationships among variables. We will 


aeeeMptmte cControlesomesyariables#in order to, better .under— 


Standgsthnese rvelationships. 


Loe Examen OL enOW, tO; Controle Dawa. s ALLhOouch our findings 


Support Our predtetion that we would expect general positive 
relationships among measures of interaction, sentiment, 
familism, perception of safety in neighborhood, informal 
ier colon monde lowstate Of wdelinanency, gone might areue 
EN temtrescmpDositi ve welationsntips may be due to the impact. of 
Ssomethine else. for éxample, Such “factors as “length of 
Occupaney Wandesocial, class, 

Seeaeisibictrallon. We wOUla concider Liree sot Che 
Fopoeapbessinwour research, nanely we attraction to neighbors,” 


Marceptiom.of safety in neighborhood," and “length of 
Gccupancy . a Usine Spéarman'’s rho «calculated between the 13 


census tracts, we found that "attraction to neighbors" was 


Husily related eto “perceptuon of safety in neighborhood” 
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Wechmow comme tat bOngof oO) .c Length of occupancy | was.posi-= 
fiiwWelvyesaltoousns Lowly related to Pattraction to neighbors” 
and Wperceptdon of safety in -neaehborhood!" with, correlations 
Ofsy21, and 10 respectively..© Thethigh correlation between 
Miiscractu@ne Lommetenbors'! and ‘perception of safety in 
neighborhood" might be interpreted as being indicative that 
Moule racevonmtCNetenibpors. Veaqdswtou perceptiomw of safety in 
neighborhood". However one might argue that the most prob- 
Ale econ woo ml OCW emacim! larity eine, sett caction to 
Meienboro sande perception of vsatety im neighborhood’ is 


length ofPoccupancy, 


Witch e ES DOS Ttivedy Gelated to, the 
first two mentioned variables. When the relationship effect 
Fie lenethnsor occupancy is taken out of both variables, 
their relationship may not exist. Pour int lGs trarese tlds 
Domo wmELOWe vere Lite The relat~tonship does existiveven Li we 
Comore Wetore teneth of Occupancy Jwe «can —claim that 

ace ractiionsruo meehbons Srspphhes predictor of s'perception of 
satety in neighborhood". 


Do Peerceptien ofjis aheky, SD TA GiGrerit dom ¢i0 
in neighborhood [Ser Pees neighbors 


Domne Eirot. OC CupaiLcy, 


Spi ee Sl 
Eieures7. )A Diagram to Explain Spurious Relationship. 
Note.) Solid line represents positive relationshidp and 


broken line negative oreno relationship. 
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ine Onder etoeeitve-=-the reader an iLdea of how we controlled 
Perevagtantece,awe Will go thrroueh in detail how we etudied 
Ere cOrselatiron Oetween “attraction to neighbors” and “per- 
Coy CLOlS(t satel y I neieiehbornioodt spye controlling “leéneth of 


Secupan cys. 


Procedure eve sanked  theaplopecenscus wtracts. in. termsaot 
their scores on “length of occupancy" and. grouped themsas 
high or low.- Table 9 shows these groupings. .We will) corre- 
Tate sthevtwo variables without reference to the control 
Varlanle- seinen we will idivide the data into two groups on 
Picme cs tomOt ative tas cores On tel leneti@otmoeccupancy,.) fand look 
Meeuatkeorndetoeyvi things roupings mone tne: control variable, 
WicmethMotimoceupancy’ ."=Correilations with control can be 


calculated and inferences can be drawn from the analysis. 


TABLE 9 


CLASSELFICATION OF SELECTED CENSUS TRACTS IN 
TERMS OF RANKS ON LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY 


Census Rank omeleme Gh Group 
dei CCS OL Occupancy GI MEN PSE a mul Kelsie eh oye 
1 Vi high 
10 8 high 
Wak 4 low 
15 . 10 high 
20 af low 
taal sLie high 
28 ah high 
Se) 3 high 
Ae 2 low 
40 3 low 
43 6 low 
33 4 ae hi 
54 2 low 
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Correlations Without Controls. We ranked the 13 census 
EP4creningterms of attraction to neitehbors and perception of 
SItetyen met enporhood respectively. Lhe Spearman 's irtro’ can 
Enema be calewlared according towtne 1ormula: 

2 
_ 62D 

2 
NCW -1) 
2 
where D is the square of the difference between each X and 


Papa fannie the numue tof mpairenotwscores. | Table 10 shows 


anctep by step procedure for caleulatine Spearman's rho. 


TABLE 10 


CALCULATION OF SPEARMAN'S RHO BETWEEN "ATTRACTION 
LOONEEGHBORS AND PERCEPTION OF SAFETY 
IN NEIGHBORHOOD" 


Rank on Ran keOn Pierce p Ei on 
Census Meu td On OF Sa bevy an > 
Pee oes to neighbors neighborhood D 
1 6 8 4 
10 4 3 if 
Heat 3 4 aL 
iN; 1 i 0) 
Z0 2. 2 0 
isa bak eS 4 
28 ‘ies} 10 
35 i, Uf 0 
39 5 D>) 0 
40 he L2 0 
43 10 9 1 
x3 8 6 4 
54 9 aba 4 
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Speatmanes rho 2) 51 — —— 
CN) 
where Des thesditference score between each X and Y pair o 


Nessie reOrepairs of ss cones 
Spearman's rho = 1 - oe £8 SseOng2ot 
ESMCNeF aly) 
Réearranzement of DatanguWeadivided our census tracts 


MMCOMEWO eroupseinatermsfofatherrihich oneloweon length» of 


occupancy. 


Correlations With Controls. With the new grouping 
Eescmocnsiss tracts were reranked within each group andaD 
for the new ranks were calculated. Thus Spearman's rho 
between ‘attraction to neighbors” and “perception of safety 
immneleiboriood. tor the neteohborhoods Wich on} length of 
Occup emcyaman celtic cOommunltvess Vowson slencth of OCCuUpancy - 
Bespoctiaverty were calculated. 

Hy0Ouwesltsae lta the correlation sbetween “attraction to 
Neeenbpors sends perception of Safety im neighborhood" isga 
SUMELOUS MONG ewe would predict that when the effects of 
"length of occupancy" were controlled "perception of safety 
Boece let boLiddd, would no slonger vary with “attraction to 
eve wporsl, 

Fingiucsi lable li) the Spearman's rho .38214 and 
Woe eae epOsiiave ind abe therefore inconsistent with the 


Mocalchuorvemslinotier words, “attraction to neighbors is 
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TABLE 11 


CALCULATION OF SPEARMAN'S RHO BETWEEN "ATTRACTION TO 
NEIGHBORS" AND "PERCEPTION OF SAFETY IN NEIGHBOR- 
HOOD MECONTROLLING FORGULENCTH SOF OCCUPANCY! 


a ee ee EE ES See 


Orn oda ae 
Original ranks on 2 
ranks on peveepte.on Ranks D 
Census attraetion OLeasSatet vasin for the for ethe 
races to neighbors neighborhood partLais partials 


High on) Ulength, of occupancy eeCRho c= 0/48214) 


1 6 8 3 5 4 
10 4 3 Z Z 0 
1s, 1 ig il il 0 
vaal, 11 le 6 7 1 
28 13 10 7 6 1 
Se) 7 i 4 4 0 
By: 8 6 5 3 4 

ro Wao eel Ctl ov i sOtmO.c.e pation, | (Rhos=" 0)..942:9)) 
ie 3 4 2 2 0 
®) 2 2. aL i 0 
si) > s 3 3 0 
40 eZ Lez 6 6 0 
43 10 9 $) 4 1 
54 9 11 4 5 1 
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iivce Se oivelgtaaitel pp ned lotow tod) epiemcep tion to fiwiafety) im 


neighborhood." 


bectine the Model With Controls 

Piel omoGe Ve OUs =o OCT LON ONE MOwmMtOL CONMETOl “data we pes ted 
MOeGheret here -axisted an externalvractor, "“Leneth of occu- 
pancy" which would obscure the relationship between "attrac- 
flongeio: Tedehbioxs | anh nb er cepidon pot, safety, in neighborhood. " 
Wertaounidvet hat PikenGitin jo @eoccupaney,ywedid snot.aftects the onigi- 
nal relationship and proved that the relationship between 
Waitvtata ctavonm sto netehbors."' tand,'ipemecep tion, of safety in neigh- 
borhoody Twas <e eiuttres. = «With: eis as Our guideline, we. .ask 
euveseraves PuieriiolVowing, quesitzkonsy sDidgthe, Length -of,oecu- 
pancy ) affect thesother selected indicators and obscure the 
relationships among these measures? Would social class be a 
tauestpredictor iofiithe srelationships “among. the imeasures in 
tills Eneseaucr? seSince “length of soceupancy." is often thought 
BOlLvIepae | aucd Luo [soca lré lags ,awould their *combined charac— 
bacistics Concribpute a true predictor of the relationships 
among our HidLCaLOagheynhurGgheypmone, welthink of thespossd= 
Di lmiygthatethe telatdonshipebetween two, variables may hold 
tTHuedim omettyne of nedieghborhoodsbut not dn, the other, type. 

bn wiwemtollowing paragraphs we will test the Model with 
tivecwaech trols weustuglonesconeroleat astime. ~Whenywe finish 
peuctoant, weeuibll concentrategon investigating the distinct 


vattable oof ‘interaction; ‘"neighborliness" by testing whether 
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ple uel atronanin. of “neiehborliness with selected indicator 
Votes ieee ove m>y pe Of neighborhood fo the other. Scie 
Cerectatacelinguency 1s our key concept in this research, we 
wiLin devote some time to discussing its relationships with 


OEVer racecar ors wien we control for selected variables. 


LeopeeOrmeneeOcele Control bingerotge Lengih, of sOccupancy'. 
Vem Oma redt ete uilats 1 aa Co mae lation eerie Meek Pied ie mio 
Wie lesmi De clemMode ll iLomwame puttousmone, wel would expect 
Ervatewnenerrewerttects=or™ lenaethieor occupancy “are controlled 
ELesemvartav es WOuld NO; Longer WwaryewLth Gach other. 

Aiea eve NS 12 Spearman's ee eos calculated between the 
Icons Us mera cre itp on.) “Lense Ormeoceiupaney., and .arranged 
Oem Osit vert consis bentewithe tne veneral prediction 
joe tiiesModel which we discussed at the beginning of this 
Siopter eur sc  (0dings 2s showipin aeure |Z > andicate, that 
BeeorcmrelaAtlOonsuips Dub One ware posttive.. The corcve lation 
between “family integration” and "total delinquency rate" 
a0 

icin heya AS Sipearian! 6 tho wis ecalculaved (between the 
Ge census tracts slow on, 'leneth of occupancy and arranged 
bomeive posltrye tt consistent with the generalyprediction 
ob tie Model. 

Our tindings imdieate that most correlations are 
positive. However, correlations of “neiehborliness ™ with 


° * ° ‘ ch ae 1 
"noarticipation in organizations other than community Teague: 


TABLE 12 


INTERREDATLONSROF SERECTEDRINDICATORS USINGUSPEARMAN'S 


RAOVCONEROLEING FOR HIGH 


ULENG DHeOF OCCUPANCY | 
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INTERRE LATIONS OF SELECTED INDICATORS USING SPEARMAN IS 
REO CONTROLLING FOR LOW “LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY” 
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Pol ervactlonetomnetenbors, perception of safety in neighbor- 
DOGG tee cami iveintegration,” "percentage of divorced in cen— 
Tomer C ein worlaleintervention-your car," and “total. 
Cemetn il omc Wea venue CC. JJ 7 ts OO, en Ol, 2 On, =. ld 


MCG er lA bespectively . 

POMC lLOcineecNds section of Che discuesion on testing the 
Rodel scollhowiine, fom, Length of occupancy, we found that 
Pramily integration was not related to “fotal delinquency 
Mateneingaress ten on leneth of occupancy, .but was 
Belated =to, theasame Varaable anaareas low on “length of 
O¢aupaucy. 4) Nelehbontliness. “was related to other indica- 
BORcminee Beas lone On lemoth ol occupancy but was not 


related to these measures in areas low on “length of 


Occupancy. | Atcenis stage of the analysis we are not sure 
CRU e meme OteLOnsS .~ sawn at WenCan Saye csiathat. most of our 
COGee stone more mot wspuUrLoUs .) slime Variable nmeichborliness, 
however, seems to require further investigation. We will 


SeloCmmUVyOmMOTeLCONLYOL Variables and=eneck Gur correlations 
feo Ue LoOscecec mee we Gal Oltain some MOES 1nlLormation . Since 
SoC t De Cla See Lien tiowelt, CO be ans important, Lactor 

Poe Cali eet mera et Lom, Sentiment. fanmtlism, perception of 
safety in nelghborhood, egaoeaie di Peer V mt Of edi dw On med aw 
delinquency, we will test the Model by looking at rank 


Suderseintmesennoshoods tofediiterentesocialaclass. 


Hegego.etnestodel Controlling for  sSocial-Economic 


Status.” We will discuss how social-economic status was 
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Measured *petorée Wwe present “the “test Yof “thie "Modelw* Social— 
economic status was measured by the indicator, "husband's 
gaecunatrtour = swe made this  eholee on the basis that it was 
Pith erected awLOUeiis seducattomal Level with a correlation 
Cree peructnermore a persons occupation could pretty well 
todieavemwntseminancital “situation, WAS "reszards occupation, 
VemmeacUuhemttwLthethe followings questionnaire item. 


What type of-work does yotr “husband do? Circle the one that 
PS Closest. 


Siemleqewoncter BCcarnen tem Jepiumbyer |b. oss. 2.) .. es 6 Pelt 1 
Unelet i fedtwerker* (ntent@watchman sSvaitery)?. 2 SEs or: 4 
Sonmmltcicasiedm women (Caxi(d raven) me Bete 666 sal 8 es 3 
OMnetworeManater sore arceebuseness Mae y TPT PST. Bee. 4 
Omi Oo Gamneamarcere Of small pusbpessw so.) a) os 7s “sos 5 tes 8) 
Satesnans=sales Clerk? of offiee*worker BMPNS SOFheRl 6 
Protessiconal (doctor, lawyer, teacher) Se RVatelety ptidecly Rat 7 
HAS ernareOorgemlier’ se hse sl ee ee ee A AR, GN Of 8 
eam ner OT MEATY CILGt Cee te clei seunomrel te Ba sp Meas) oe) Pe et Mer %s ») 
Citi eearnereorerancher +8. a. BS PeTtomy GR, . VS Tene S40 0610 
Cen er et meee eee tr, re cote), ee eee) bs Rd ee) Fetus Mek ts ber op, GUL 
OE her ° e °. ° e e . . ° ° e e e e ° . e ° . . ° . ° e e iy2 
Towcetermine the social-economic status, we first re= 

Pong edmenGiceaming2) 63,90. 95 LOR 8 or 2 %as ls95 or 6 “as 25 

and no a ieeaceon ee The hieher thesscore: the higher the social-— 

economic status. 
inetecicdeco education we used the wollowing question 
fatre i1tem: 

What is the highest grade completed by the man of the house? 
Peed Peat Var Oat EGS tee a Me ae + Wiis eins det Eat he Boas i Ps is oe 1 
Sat emia arene 120.0) Uist aretgest sos 0s eu Gen et es as ARTs TASihue Gs ks. os 2 
Completed high school e a e e . . ° . ° ° e e . . e ° 3 
mem Oct Lonad,. techuieal for trade school 6 6 u& % 4 
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Towdetermine the educational Level, we first recoded 
SOL ec smimeOtmeraseels 3, 4 orl > ease 2: and 6.0L 71 as) 3. The 
Daegher thesecore, the higher the educational level. 

Basedgon tive eores of the census tract on “husband's 
Secu vat Onmecenciar Cracts 10 emiiwm? 0: 659," band 15 were 
Rcd some Oveandp Census mEracts eso, 5,104, 21° 28. "40 and 
Joeweren cranked ag high on soclal-economic status. 

WeawWill@=interrelate selected indicators in neighborhood 
of different social-economic status using Spearman's rho and 
Joe Veotent Ceuomae clan Oninerelatlonships among indicators . 

Hemwomwldepreduct Ciat ti a correlation between, any pair 
of variables in the Model is a spurious one, we would expect 
Pratawnenmutnenetrects of social-economic status is controiled 
Epesemyariapies would no longer vary with each other. 

In Table 14 Spearman's rho was calculated between the 
7 census tracts -hi¢h on social-economic status and arranged 
CO tomo vemecorrelattons i ivconsistent with the general 
Screadtetion dmethe Model. 

CV@Et intima seas esiownmin sh beure 14 indicate that jaid 
except three relationships are positive. the two indicators 


"and "percentage of 


Cie tito eee family antestationy, 
divorced in census tract" are negatively related to "percep- 


Pioneer Sanety-in neighbormood' with correlations of -.60 
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idee ereavectlyely Sin addition, ‘perception of safety 
ijenetehnbiornood) 4s negatively related to "total delinquency 
Cc wet ieancarre lation of —.30. 

je lab ely Spearman ’s rho was calcualted using the 6 


census tracts Vow on. ' 


soclaleeononic Status! and arranged 
Poe ctivesspocuLiaver COrrelat Lone iste econsis tent’ with the veneral 
poeaLlctLon ot che Model . 

OCEmornvd iis i nalcategt mat most corre batons! are’ posic 


BLve wl WON UGatOrs ssilauld require our special attention. 


UPamidiyeitntegratiion Sis négatively related to "participation 


im Omeemiazattous other than community sheacues “attraction. to 
neighbors, | perception of safety’ an neighborhood," "“per- 
Cen GacerOueniawonreced im Census tract, “informal intervention- 


Tanrcre.totaludelinguencymecater. with cornelations 


Our cary. 
jt ower. 9/0.) i. /9 8. ,and =.GO,Lrespectively. 
"Netenborliness. is negatively related to “participation in 
organizations other than community league," "attraction to 

ned eivordaee perception’ of satety in neighborhood,” “informal 
imeeEvedt oneyourn car, and “total, delinquency rate,” with 
COrretMitt Onswione aml, —.33, —./3, —.26 and —-.4/ respectively. 


Men shot debenmecedaithat “Lamily imtegration'” and “ 


neighbor- 
ionesse sacemrea rated with. 4 correlation of .46 and both are 
Neestivelyere@ated to most of the selected indicators. The 


ine ateas low 


reader can also recall that "neighborliness 
on, ‘length of occupancy was negatively related to other 


Pelected indicators. AS regard to "family integration” it 


TABLE 304 


spat 


INTERRELATIONS OF SELECTED INDICATORS USING SPEARMAN'S 
RHO GONTROLLING FOR HIGH SOCIAL-ECONOMIC STATUS 
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INTERRELATIONS OF SELECTED INDICATORS USING 
RHO CONTROLLING FOR LOW SOCIAL-~ECONOMIC 
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dOcsepOtRseecmero be Consistent withethe prediction that 
er2amtlvy eintestattonvsleads teselpexuception.of.safety in 
Neighborhood,’ because our) findings show that "family inte- 
Stallongei.scenegatively relatedstoglperception ofvsafety.in 
Toe pOriood me DeDOthe Ghee chegudetheslownelass pareas, ewe 
ebecKtedeehet rere ali OusShipSuwitngusocial-economicestatuss. 
LEewesptOundsthat, so0cial-economicustatustJis.positively 


PoLsbelmeCmelaMieny Mint ear a tio me 


and "perception of safety 
inmenedenborloodmawlPomcampalstionseoagu,p2ncnd, .c4 .respec— 
tively. This means that the relationship between "family 
Deosrablon mond epereceptton OLesatety inenetehporhood” is 

a Spurious one. We confirm that social-economic status is 
BiSmecteommGedLetor (0 1 PereeDtLOnMOLmsatety An mevehborhood”™ 
Ouperindimes also indicate that “percentage of divorced in 
Coho uae E Ct. wis) a pewter indieatonr OL tani lism (than ‘family 
imeesration because it relates better to other selected 

ie ea tO rs). 

Piece slo mea ids so Cc OD Ouse mds Cle slop On thew test 
SrmcncewModelecontrod Ling for iusocial=economic Status. we 
Eoundmulatmnt oma ly integration ete 10t a) true predictor of 
Wpercepteion Of satery in neighborhood and it is not so good 
Mi trdleatO@s Ot familism as “percentage of divorced in 
Coneeseete act settner, Ln areas low jon soclal—economic 
Status Dot neleahborlinéess and "family integration” -are 
peo ativeivyercbated ito most ol the selected indicators. In 


pueas Hieheonesoctal=-economic Status perception of satety 
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iaenelehborhaod =Sis negatively trelated tito *“total delinquency 
baveke SLapist Vreon sistent with tour prediettontthat “per- 
eeptionot@sareryein neighborhood! tleads sto clow ‘delinquency 
Pates In other twords }scun®fiindines show Ythat sparents who 
pevecivesthetnetahborhood!as SiateWand yet inyueality hit iis 
Biehecnde lin quency rate JSGWeeiind Uopdiril cult ato aunde r= 
Seandethus, (iadingebutiwe QicelWi tetobliteared to tiniorm lthe 
readertol what twe tfound: “In¥thetmexttfiew sparagraphs we will 
SULen pesto control Gthemer: fect offs. leneth ot occupancy" and 
"social-economic status atthe teane time to see if we can 


ebtainS’some marevinformation which may help us'.to ‘make’ our 


inne rcences. 


tecemot clos ode! -Controllinemeor Both 'Vengtheot 


Qceupancy “anda Social-Economic Status. In this section we 


frost ediscuss howwwe grouped otlnicensus tracts ingorder to 
Cantrol for botheuleaneth of oceupancy” and social=economic 
Shavus ee hee wayawe did it was@gthat we first trichotonized 
OUpecensiawtracksmaccording togihne different rankssthey were 
fee tenedav ue weranics 1-4 as” lowi@o-3 as medium andgQ-13° as 
high. However in this analysis we wished to have only two 
erOUupLnesrigeteda) Of three, | Therefore we regarded those 
census tracts ranking low on either "length of occupancy" 

or low on "social-economic status" as low on the combination 
PHU EnoeGest on ithe census tracts as high on the combination. 


Table 16 shows how this was done. Woes teSeraloie Clavenuiikel iz ists 


Ths) 


Phateeensus toeicseaglower-elass area bututhe parentsothere 
in our sample were medium on social-economic status and 
WeGe estab) lesend asea cwesultjwe canked the "combination" as 
Teh. we luecacte¥these parents epshould notedbeuregardedeas a 
wosdeindl cataregokethe ssoeial .classeot tthe yanea as census 
data.wacensus tracts «40 .and'54 aretupper-class areas ae «Wwe 
tanked, the combination" as low because parents were low on 


Dlenetheofsoceupancy, sorythey wenemmore imobile. 


TABLE 16 


CLASSIFICATION OF CENSUS TRACTS WHEN CONTROLLING FOR 
DOtiie GENGUH OP VOCCUPANGY @AND= S$. h..S.. 


Census Length of The 
opt CL Sec Occupancy Combination 
Bi medium medium high 
10 low medium low 
laa low low low 
155) medium high high 
20 low low low 
20 high high high 
28 high high high 
55. medium high high 
39 low medium low 
40 high : Low low 
43 high medium high 
es medium high high 
54 high low low 


We Grd bl stest “the Model by .using Spearman's shot control 
tine sior both “Léngti of ‘o¢cupiancy” Yard social-economic 
sonics Wierwould Sirediiet thaw aif correlation between any 


padiudof variables “in the Model isa spurious one, we would 


on 
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expece (that when the effects of both “length of occupancy” 
PromcOClAaieecononmi cestatuscesare controlled, these variables 
would no longer yary with each other. 

In’ Table 17 Spearman's’ rho'was calculated between the 
7 census*tracts*high=on* our’ combined index and arranged to 
Si vompoOs itive correlations*®1i=conststent with the general 
Deedictions ofthe: Model. 

CUtCelincutniese as sow) etn lap lem s/sandteate that all 
ErePwretatliouschtpslamone indicators are positive. This 
SUSEeGSESPEnabHOun correlations are true ones in the areas 
haeieonmepothe lemeth of occupancy and social-economic “status, 

In Table 18 Spearman's rho was calculated between the 
GecCeuscucmeracts Low on both “Length or occupancy’ and 
Sociahk-econombce’ status i.e. low on what we called, "the 


combinations" 


enldparuancedmtuope1 ve: POsttlvyes1 teconstotent 
VWILMEoieowscenetoaleprediction of the Model. 
Ourmtindines@aseshown in Table 18 indicate that most 
Ofetne correlations are positive. However, “neilehborliness” 
again is megatively related to “participation in organiza- 
prone kotneritthanecommunity league," “attraction to neighbors, " 
Npercepulonmotesarery in neighborhood, \"percemtage of 


' 


divorced in census tract," and “informal intervention-your 


Corey Eecorrele tions Ofe-.00, —.00,5—~.49,°5-.49,> and -.49 
feapectively.e Nei ehborliness 1s very Lowly related to 


Vaomilyetineestation sand “total delinquency vate with 


Correbatvous of .09 and .03 respectively. PAC tract Long £0 


LADD test] 


INTERRELATIONS OF SELECTED INDICATORS IN AREAS 


ONSSOTH™ LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY” 


USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 


dude 


Sl 


D5 


Fl 


Bey 


De 


D3 


a Sul D5 


Pa celerpas Ca-Ony in 

organizations other 

Eban commun Lt y 

league ro) Me Omen 0 


Neighborliness SAE eke) 


MELRLCACELOM EO 
neighbors ow 


Perception sof 
safety in 
neighborhood 


Fanily integration 


Pereentage rot divorced 
Li census. Etact 


PrroOrma tet ten— 
yventLon=your car 


Powel ede Linnie cy. 
Lace 


HIGH 
ANID) So fhe Se 

Fl F7 D9 
svhey Canoe ey 
oS Sar y 
5 ae P2935 09 
AAP © ee an 
ose aD 
.83 


D3 


boys 


743 


3 chil 


U 


One 


seit 


5) 


day 


16 


tale 


Sa 


D5 


Eee 


F/ 


wie! 


D3 


TABLE 18 


INTERRELATIONS OF 
ON BOTH 


SELECTED INDICATORS IN AREAS LOW 
PoE NG TO OF OCCUPANCY AND. 5.65.9 . 
USING SPEARMAN'S RHO 
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neighbors" is practically unrelated to "family integration," 


ae acon deraeion Of Oo. = 'Pantlyeintesration” to neca— 
rive lye related “Co Vintormalantervention-your car's with a 
SgEeLreratton= of =-.09.- Y'Pereentage of divorced In census 
Craciu mise perfectly related ito “perception “of Satery in 
neighborhood with’ a ‘correlation of 4.00." Our’ findings ‘re- 
ettirmeourm assertion that “percentage: of divorced itn census 
Geset ister ae petter Andicator of famisiem than '’famitly 
invces ration’. 

ine closime™ this ‘seculon off thesditecussion on test 'of 
Uremiedel controling tor both “Length ot “cecupancy "and 
Soci economies status. we found that =neienborliness "4's 
again negatively-related to most selected indicators in 
areass low on both “Leneth of occupancy” and" social-economic 
Sratusem = Percentage Of@ divorced’ in census tract.” 1s* a 
Hetleredndveator of Tamidism than “Tamity inteeration”. It 
seems’ that "neighborliness" is consistently negatively re- 
Latedamtomselercred indicators in? one type vor area but not 
Ehewother type. Inssthe tollowine paragraphs we will try >to 


Ua ieymeeiusmpoint bys testing our suggested hypothesis: 


An Inquiry Into the Relation Between '"Neighborliness” 


PnAdeiseiected) Indicators. In this séction, “Testing Specific 
Hypotheses" of this chapter, we found that neighborliness 
Posmolieitalys celatedi to the other indicators in the Model 


Mies eeopectally slowly) related to the indicator of 


30 


Seutimenteands ciate-of perception! ore satety® ini nedehborhood. 
Tivee chs wy aradole= dreweour attention. In the previous 
SecuLlon on tire tes tof tie Modelewa thicont rots! wel cot) a 
Went thai t miont be poss ible) ‘that a'ned shbonidsmesst mays be 
Eebeced co mselected Iindtveatorse intone ttype Ol nelehbomhiood 
Duce notin the other 'typer! = Wel wish *tolicheck tthilsi-expecta- 
Eroupd Cie ourwiateay sand Willvattempteto relate’ “neiehborli- 
mess! "wittreotner indicators Conmtro kiin? form heneth) of 
Occupancy -and "see Lf "there is. ange chanee in’ tcorre lations 
wremethe ‘length of occupancy" is higher. Since “length of 
occupancy is often thomeht Sto be related-to one’s social- 
economic status, we would also use "social-economic ‘sittatus" 
aoa COne roles Our Piindines®alsomsupponm@eciis Ochoice, ~~ in 
Siucmenorcia sche. Lene thaof oceupancy. 1s related to social— 
Sconomuems tats wlth a correlation of ~320" "Weralsogreel 
Evatt metes sense to control. tne combination of these 


Varragtées? 


Eyporieston i.) The higherm@rne ss length of occupancy, 
the higher the correlations of “neighborliness" with senti- 
mevtn parentadmperception of neighborhood, familism, in-— 
formal intervention in delinquency, and low rates of official 


delinquency. 


Comet ationss Controlling fon Leneth of Occupancy. hae 


our above assumptions are correct, we would predict that in 


areas high on length of occupancy (ah) CaCO Caneel ata. On) GamiOnk 
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Manitestenetehborliness with participation in organizations 
other than community league, attraction to neighbors, per- 
cept onsoL safety sin neighborhood jyifanily intesration, 
percentage of divorced in census, ptract,. informalinterven— 
S DoS younmcaty.. anid .total ~delinguency rate, would be hilsher 
Chap seachwor the conrespondins, correlation, an, areas low on 
eerie Ofte GUccupancy., 

inp Lap less) Oo wer have, select edietier.conmre. atd ons: wisth 
neiehborliness from Tables) 12 and. 13 and grouped them for 
Cla bye 

TABLE 19 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MANIFEST NEIGHBORLINESS AND 
OTHER SEINDICATORS USING SPEARMAN*S RHO, SHOWING 


FEO Ulead seaW GH, doi «CONTROL OF sbeN GT Hy OF 
OCCUPANCY AND WITHOUT CONTROLS 


COtGee ere One Deb ween Con trolwine ior 
manifest neighborliness No Leneib. od, Oicesp ancy, 
and an indicator Gon Giron. High Low 


hGm@racerci pation in 
Oneand Zotwons other 
than community league mele Sh ees ae, 


Sie eraer ion etO ner shbors 5 el, rae dad, 


Noe hereepeLonnol Ssatrety 
in neighborhood Os eal: ky 


Pienhanwly integration sebtl -68 5 a) i1L 


F7 Percentage of divorced 
in’ census tract .06 .68 -.84 


Dol inxtormaltintervention= 
yOu Ca t 5 ake qe: er 


Doelotdk delbindguency rate Sees 7D -.14 
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Dieesow #2e, Sareastthd ¢ht ontMlene tht wor occupancy) have a 
correlation of .61 between manifest neighborliness and 
ewer d cial OT et Or etrering i bone: wh itche hist thitiehe vr tt heni ith él corre lattion 
Oi a eimtareas; low on length of occupancy. The’ former 
Corre bat Mon eraiea| so. lhisite hr etian eshosrco munetatwvon com M10itn 
Cre wcensus st Pacts. ‘callcnl ate dima thout cistine fcomtriols, ~ Theis 
result is consistent with our commensense predictions. 

VenwoOouldepredi ct Liatetbire, correlations Gin fhe rest of 
Ene rows sie banle To would: ahow sanilar patterns: {he find- 
ings are consistent with his wand Ssuppoml sowr wtypothesis. 

bemcOonclide strom ethics irest thatlingagserzs high on, length 
Cpeoccupancy,wianifesttineighborliness is the prediqtorgot 
the concepts in-the Model whereas in areas low on length of 


Secupaney, Manirtest nmeiehborliness, is not a good predictor. 


Bypotcwes@sorVil. The hisher the social-economic Status, 
Bicmueilerernemcorteballonss OLened Subogliness with sentiment, 
Pacentolmpeccep tion of neighborhood tamilism, informal 
intenventione+2@edelinquency, and Vow rates of official tde- 


Piadeguency. 


CGrectataous®Controllins for SOCAL eCmoniie@ Sieeiewiss - 


rf ours sbeme asstmptions are correct, we would predict that 
ineareds haeh-on social-economic status), the correlations 
of manifest Reto (Hass Wel le Dei 1 pa GdOn mt MeaOieadn Lye 
tions other than community league, attraction to neighbors, 


perception of safety in WeweiooOpheOod. eLaMilye nines fata on, 
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Pereentacer of vdivonced ain vensusi tract... infonmals interyvention- 
pour carigrmnd: total desing uencylgcat 4, woarlid, be; higher than 
Pachsorishheticonrespondi ne icorme ation: an-jareas),low On, social- 


economi ci is tatuse 
iLneatab Ves 20lwe haves selected sthesconrelations wilth 


mew chp onlearessieinom Tables) 4,.and tlbSsser oupied. them yfor cBaxnity. 


TABLE 20 


CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MANIFEST NEIGHBORLINESS AND 
OTHER INDICATORS USING SPEARMAN'S RHO, SHOWING 


RESULTS WITH THE CONTROL OF SOCIAL-~ECONOMIC 
STATUS AND WITHOUT CONTROLS 


Correlation between mani- Con trolelineg 
Pecteuciwe i pOrlLiness and No POT Ob fom 
ane end ication. Conirot High Low 


Rome Pore atone. 
organizations other 
than community 


league 113) 52) 8) Lol 
Sil Attraction co neighbors “#10 +/ 0a 83 3 
Doge emcc epaivom jot isiatet y 

in neighborhood ~03 5 Y) = 78 
Pie fanily sintegration peony, - 40 -48 


P/ Percentage of divorced 
in census tract 06 =i ~24 


DY Intormalounte rventtion- 
WON) Gace ame a NYA 27 0 -.26 


Dolo etieceLinducncy erate eel P60 She 


i I geo rea Rt a a a a ET 0 OE a 
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In row 2, areas high on social-economic status have a 
correlation of ./O0.between manifest neighborliness and 
abl ractionetommelehbors whitchsdcebicher thanethe eorrelation 
OF >. 358i neereas Low,on,Ssocial=economic.status.. Thesformer 
Pome lac on eiagals@shichersthanathescorrelatdon of .10 in 
evem Omcelcticwivacts “calculated without) usine-control. This 
Pesilt is cOusictent with our commonsense predictions. 

WemwowLldn DoecdLCt ttnhatertne corre latt one eine the reste of 
thew rows anelabple 20 would show similar patterns. The find= 
Precmeatewpeoneral ly consistent ewLthiethisc. and supportwour 
UMVOrroc tone muOweywer «tire two tidicators of familism d..e, 
Pini veet Meee ration and spercentage of ydivyorced in census 
PUCCemoNOWweditcCe Gitterent Treswits. slhey are more telated 
WLONeManitest mieiehborliness in areas low-on social-economic 
Sta cus. one Boye e wes OU Gan Ome ncCeme SMC CamtlCurCOiedLat LOns 
between manifest neighborliness and familism were positive 
fierce ass ttonwon Soclal—-economic Status although not as 
Veo masse icGcecminsa reas LOW One social-economic siatus.  ~Unus 
Vemer meow y eCiak Nani tect net ehibonmkimess sis the predictor 
CimramieltomecomtroLline for the effect of social-economic 
SiGBNEUIS « 

VoOmCatelude: strom Ens sbest. that) in=aréas high on soctal— 
Scomolle status ,sManirest: meighborliness Lite the predictions 
iioitcit anewthne Model whereas in areas low on social-— 
Scoonomiucmetatus, maniiest meraghborliness is not a good pre- 


dictor Of Other concepts except for familism. 
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Hypotnes bom Vi Di.) The Dieher either the Length of 
CGetiancyeOmesactal-economic status, the higher the corre la-— 
GLOnGwMOL netonborliness with Sentiment, parental perception 
Cee np om TOOdn tami Lacm,,intormalsanterventton in, delin— 


queen cya tind Wowlmatess off offictalinidelinqguency. 


Correlations Controlling for Both Length of Occupancy 
andsodgcval-Economie Status. lt the above assumptions are 
eorrect,,;we would predict that in areas edther medium or 
SaDOVERONssLene the OL OCcCupancye@oreed ther medium of above on 
sOcta CeOnomlLa status, the correlations of manifest neigh= 
Dotunessewithwparticapation in organizations other than 
Cortina velea cue attractions Lo netenbogs ; perceplionsof 
Sonvelnenelonboriood,, family intesrativon,., percentage ot 
Aivorecuminmcensus tract, informal interyantion-your jcar, 
andetotal delinquency rate would’be higher?than each of the 
corresponding correlation in areas either low on length of 
Sccupancy or low on social-economic status. 

Tae baple 21 we have Selected the correlations: with 
neighborliness from Tables 17 and 18 and grouped them for 
Cale tei vee 

ivecowe ~eateas eed Chermmedium or jabove on length jot 
occupancy or medium or above on social-economic status have 
a correlation of .79 between manifest neighborliness and 
attraction to neighbors which is higher than the correlation 


Spee vo6Geineereas either low on Jength of occupancy or low 


UAL is ee eek 
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MANIFEST NEIGHBORLINESS AND 
OTHER INDICATORS USING SPEARMAN'S RHO, SHOWING 
RESUGES WITH THE CONTROL OF “BOTH LENGTH OF 
OCCUPANCY AND SOCIAL—ECONOMIC STATUS 


AND WITHOUT CONTROLS 


Correlation between mani- 
Lesteneiehborliness and 
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De 


Fl 


F/ 


DI 


D3 


Ate aca cor 


Partielpations im 
Oreantizations other 
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Attraction tToapeisghbors 


Perception of safety in 
neighborhood 


Family integration 


Percentage of divorced 
Miiecenestuse tract 


timrormtak. insexrvention=- 
YOu ae at 


Totat delinguency, rate 


Combieaoyl! 
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Be OPS 
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06 


pale 


Contec ols ine sore both 
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ATC mus ge gee 
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5 TPS) -.66 
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Oz SOR) 
sites =" 09 
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37 
CfeclCLat=ceonomto@status.: The former correlation is also 
DPieieoreMianetves correlation of 0 in the 13 census tracts 
CAvervrauacewLOnout using control, hese findings are consis— 
tent with our commonsense predictions. 

Mea OUl dep redict that thes correlations in the rest of 
theprows (ne table 21 would show similar patterns. The find- 
Pica ca consis bemt. wath) this, and support our hypothesis. 

We conclude from this test that in areas either medium 
Cie On cusong lence of soccupancy Jor medium or above on social— 
SOnvGm ces tatud ~ wand fect neiehborliness is the predictor of 
thessconcepisy in. wthe Model whereas in areas low on either 
Tomato: BOccupaney, OF low.son social-economic status, mani-— 


Pe Sie woluOm Line ss 1c not yasszood predictor. 


Summary 

Mawes wsection of theschapter ~we made an inquiry into 
the relation between neighborliness and other indicators by 
bocsaimeenrrcesnypotheses Wandycontrolling for the effect of 
three related variables. Our findings are consistent with 
Premed ctlonethatythephighers thes length of occupancy ox 
thetsocial-economic status, the higher the correlations of 
Metgiborliness with sentiment, parental iperceptdion, of 
neighborhood, familism, informal intervention in delinquency, 
Pou rest OG oOrricicl. delanquency. However, in’ areas of 
dow on @ecial-eéconomic status, manifest neighborliness seemed 
to be a good predictor of familism. This section Ode e 


Hires stonetasonly a,special aspect of the Model. “In the 
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HoLlowingescection we will test the Model with controls. 


MED Sensscwon on tne Relation between Official Delin= 


quencyrena Obier Goncepts in the Model, Although we tested 


our Model with controls and obtained some useful: information 
far the understanding of the relationships of the concepts 
Orecancornee weslike “to spend some timesin this section to 
dicuss the relationship of our dependent enable APM ig debe e ik 
delinquency" and its independent variables namely inter- 
aCELON Set timent, Lamivisem, perception of safety in neigh-— 
Dornood. sand intormal) intervention in delinquency. We will 
dettVvemeamiypothesis from the Logie in the Model and test it 


Wit eoUrmoerreewrconerol vartables. 


Hypothesis Ix. If our assumptions are correct, we would 
Spe Gimeelatoelow rate OfMottiicial delinquency Ls positive ly 
HeLaccdsvoOminveract ion, sentiment, familiscm, perception of 
Scovel ienetenporiood.., and inlormals intervention in delin-— 
quency. 

We will test this hypothesis by relating the selected 


Hie moaborocmOL ete, Concepts of concern with controls. 


Correlations Between Total Delinquency Rate and Other 


Biradtottorse GithintC outro ls. Li*Ouvtmrate sump iLolse ate COLrecL 
weno Idi fexpect that in those neiegliborhood where there was a 


bow! delinquency rate 


Hen suche terehborhoods*would have more participation 
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in community activities (outside of community league) 

De Such nelehborhoods would be "neighborly" 

Ce 2rents would like their neighbors, that is, 
Pievyeane milehwon! attraction to melehbors 

d. such parents would perceive the neighborhood as 
POBC oat Or etile: tT .enialdren 

e. Families would be integrated 

£. such neighborhoods would have a low percentage 
of divorced 

g. such parents would more likely intervene informally 


ee Cowie quency e4c us) are done to their cars 


In Table 22 we have selected correlations between total 
io. Bngeewevyeguaeersand other indicators) Erom/(fabes 125,513, 425 
eee tand abo amd grouped them’ to facilitate our discussion. 

titan les 2 our tindines» ane, ceneraliy consistent with 
CuLrepiredwWetijon and support our hypothesis. Howéver the 
GmaracteerietLlcs of Certain area may have impact on certain 
Vatiamuts am Lie ‘reader isitould fWotice) that Gin -areas high on 
en stim toceipmancy Lanily integration was not a good pre- 
dL ouGemcimo rows delinquency ,Gate. Similarly in areas low on 
Ven guvectmoccupancy manifest neighborliness is not a good 
Peedqicton motets perception of -satety in neighborhood in 
MLeadesuiiei wie soOClLal-economic status. In areas: low on social— 
economic status both manifest neighborliness and family 


tibeeratwomenre not good imdicators of total delinquency 


TABLE 22 


CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TOTAL DELINQUENCY RATE AND 
CTHERSINDICATORS USING SPHARMAN!S RHO, 
SHOWING RESULTS WITH AND 


WITHOUT CONTROLS 


e)8) 


Correlation between 
total delinquency 
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iREGLES 6 


Pteehoula be interes timmetion motice that for the coneept 
oteranilism lt sseemed' that *percentace of divorced in census 
Practevacmanbpetter indicatorethan tfanily intesration a 
Measures taken Ghrom ours .community, Surveynce This also. supports 
Onion eaneikeicleal thatgrcensussdatal may ibe: wtilizged as a mea- 


sure Off concepts! that have, sociad-psy.choloeical implications. 


Summary 

In this chapter we derived some hypotheses from the 
Model and tested them using Spearman's rho with and without 
CconmerOle weewe also, made an induiry into the -relation between 
Pecttioopmunrescr the distinct variable ine interaction, aud 
DoweweundLeabors . | OUunmiupress ton else tChatwour tindines were 
conerallLyecOnsmstent with the predictions in the Model. dhe 
bende reohouLaupear Lnemind that, percentage of divorced in 
Sensusme react aseemed to be a better indicator of familism 
Mee cts mO Geos spredictLonyoleotficiral delinquency. inj»pareas 
heeneonesocial-economielstatus parental perception of neigh— 
Dotinedmatcanoteappear tos besgo0ds indicator of official 
delinquency. The relations between manifest neighborhood 
and ottermseconcept should! beysconitingenit om) thelyrank,,of ‘the 
aged .on length of occupancy! om the social-economic status of 


tiieaipowen tsieitisyohel ax ea). 


CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION 


in etiterehanter we will make a etatement about the 
social-psychological aspect of delinquency. 

Voce nhewaid OL soctal—-psychalocical Jiterature. we 
susgested a Model linking some “common Seieowee Such 2s) inter 
zctton  famiiism and Sentiment) with official delinquency. 

We derived some hypotheses from this Model and tested them 
by using data from our community survey, from the Edmonton 
police department, and from the 1966 Census. Although we 
esedeseveral indicators to measure one single concept we 
Felected one ofr two measurés of each “concept: for the final 
Eestaror che Model.9 “Our selection of "certain indicators was 
COuminecentecou corre lations wihthyother indicators of the 

Same concept. We tested the Model with and without controls. 
Our findings were generally consistent with our common sense 


pacdvetLons based on ‘the logiico derived ‘irom the created Model. 


Psumiany Ompene Overall »shinidings 


ute cs wd se ed) eener‘aly (pdsd-tiwve gre! atlonship, amongiginter— 
ACuLOn sw semeiment; plarental perception of netiehb orhood,, 
famtlicm j; iintormal, intervention in delinquency and low rates 
Or Orticial delinquency. 


Wemtitincrotethenviener the interaction, the higher the 


2 


Positive sentiment in a community and the higher the senti- 
ment the nicgher the informal intervention in. delinquency. 
Parents in areas where there was much interaction among 
Meteavotsmitkedstheir neighbors. “Those who liked their 
neighbors tended to intervene delinquency informally. These 
tueac were found to have’ low rates of delinqdency. There was 
Apcotoa LU eCchaim= tinking together interaction, tamilism, in- 
Potuelerntervention in ~delinguency, and official déelinguency.. 
(iemiuiencase™ in Mnteraceron, Sentiment And tamilism has an 
impact On parental perception of safety in the neighborhood 
Whtechwlesds™=to intormal intervention in delinquency and as 
amtectltmivegds to a decrease in official delinguency. 
Pimceietatetne Concepts we used ini tie Model were 
Louw tobe “ood predictors of offictal, delinquency, s.towever 
some indicators seem to be better measures than others, and 
Brevemust be used with special cares “For example, percentage 
Smet voteed inecensus tract was a better predictor of delain— 
quency than family integration which was another operational 
d@einition of thessame concept, “familism™”. - Other -character- 
istics may determine the applicability of a certain Vartable. 
For instance, manifest neighborliness was a good predictor 
Grmedelinguemey only in areas either high on length of oceu- 


pancy or high on social-economic status. 
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APPENDIX A 
SAMPIESAND POPULATION SIZE BY SELECTED CENSUS, TRACT, 


EDMONTON: IS Neves) 


oT, 


cAMELE AND POPULATION SIZE BY SELECTED 
CENSUS TRACT, EDMONTON: 1968 


CT Sample Size® Popaila tas0 0 Se! 
Ll 327 L253 
10 81 Nec ps). 5) 
Ll ded, Doan 
1 Zo 4017 
20 60 8,059 
Ze 184 580 
28 el Sey es) 
38) to7 Ge Os 
39 fe) 5,024 
40 276 15304 
43 146 Sy eter 
53 140 6,888 
54 ssys) 1 
‘Bo Ga. aS) 78,6096 


$a ee ee a 


*Tnelusive Sample of parents of teenage children. 


Oop ubet ion figure, from sL9o0)/fal Docivic enumeratiiony, 
Clty ot stdmonton. 


APPENDIX B 


QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN COMMUNITY SURVEY 


Think of a neighbor as someone who lives no more than three blocks 


7H 1aht \ or 7 . 
Think of your neighborhood as the area no more than three blocks away in any direction 


Tf you have any questions call 432-4059, afternoons. 


Questisonnair 


o 
im) 
a 
BI 
ie) 
‘— 
o 
rr 
@ 
Qu 
Co 
K 
fo 
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1) 


HOMME TOE TEV IWNOISE 5 5g 5 a45 cana 


CIRCLE ONE 


MAG OK Wi WOWSias 6 noose sonnadde 


someone else (explain) 


During the last month, how many neighbors did you: 


call cn the telephone 0 
have a talk with in the yard or street O 
exchange favocs with 0 
talk about problems with 0 
visit or have coffee with 0 


During the last month, how often did you go te parties or 
eet-togethers that included mostly people from the 


neighborhood? . 0 


During the last inonth, hew many times did you visit with: 


relatives 0 
your fellow workers (if you wock) 0 
your husband's (wife's) fellow workers 0 


friends who are not neighbors, 


relatives, or fellow workers 0 


How many relatives do you have in Edmonton? 0 


How many of your fellow workers (if you work) 


live in the same aeighborhood as you? 0 


How many of your husband's (wife's) fellow workers 


live in the same neighborhood as you? 0 


Think of the friends you see most often. 
Are these the same friends your husband 
(wife) sees most often? 


Do you like the people who Jive {tn your 
neighborhood? 


Usually. . 
Sometimes. 
Seldom. . 
Never. .« « 


or 


or 


or 


or 


or 


or 


OF 


or 


or 


or 


or 


or 


or 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


more 


fe Wwhr Pe 


Very much. . 1 


Somewhat. 


2 


Not very muds3 


Mole aie aulil 


4 


In regard to new neighbors, what would you do? 


Gevover to their tiouse after they move in and offer to help’. . T° 2°). 


CIRCLE ONE 


Go over and introduce yourself, but do not offer help unless they ask for it. . 


Denteo oversunlesseinvited but be friendly... . 2... s+. 

Don't become too friendly until you have had some time to see what kind 
BOOUCMERO VN Gel amar icay ns + s+, 4 ghd ep cckedBeume o < * « 

Stay away from newcomers and keep to those you already know. ..... 


How did you get to know your neighbors? 


fete them ofter Jatni ug agclibpas mapsapenad he simel cme 


of 


Neiphbors invitedayoustouthetr home or vice versa 2 5 4. . 
Neighbors offered to help you or you offered them help... 
You went over and introduced yourself or vice versa ..... 


PeCLtnem«tnethe yard or etree tam stre sie ‘cae @6 BO he 


Netetuen througheyeuryehildvensor their children. 3... « 


. ° ° . 


Dongtexnow them: atealle. saewneee sc «<4 4 6 
Other bu: j 


How many evenings during the Jast month did you and your 
family do something at home together, (not including 
wetching T.V.)? =)" Ot1e 2538455 
How many times during the last month did your family eat 

ONL wee stating cc to a meyle,*so%ror a drive} ete? OFl2 354.5 


How many ties during the last month did you or your husband 
take some of your children out (sports, movie, etc.)? OFS 2eoeieo 


Do you or your husband hold office or comnittee Husband 
membership in the community league ia your area? Wife 
Da you or your husband attend the meetings of Husband 
the community league in your area? Wife 
OTHER THAN THE COMMUNITY LEAGUE, in how many Husband, Ot 2.33405 
organizations do you or your husband hold ~ Wit 

=] e Ohh v2. SEAS 
office or committee membership? (church, : 
hobby, union, home and school, sports groups, 
political groups, etc.) 
OTHER THAN THE COMMUNITY LEAGUE, of how many Husband “01°92 3°% 5 
organizations do you or your husband regularly Wife One ees 


attend meetings? 


If you have a teenage son, 
how would you compare him 
to others in the neighbor- About average ... » 


° 2 o 


6 7 8 or more 


6/7 8 oremere 


6 7 8 or more 


1 yes 
1 yes 


1 yes 


1 yes 


no 


no 


no 


no 


6 7 8 or more 


6 7 8 or more 


6 7 8 or more 


6 7 8 or more 


° . 


Misbehaves much more than most . 
Misbehaves a little more than most 


hood? Misbehaves a little less than most 


Misbchaves much less than most . 


If you have a teenage 
daughter, how would you 
compare her to others in 
the nefghborhecod? 


About aveLAge owns 


Misbehaves much more then most . 
Misbehaves a little more then most 


Misbehaves a little less than most 
Misbehaves much less than most . 


NNW SW DH EY 


Wir wnrre 


You have seen sone 


What would you do if yeu don't 
know their addresses 

they live in the nei 
and you learn the 


Sut you know 
hborhood, 
rv names? 


a 


hes 


What would you do if they were 
children of neighbors you knew? 


What would you do if they were 
children of close relatives? 


You heve seen some teenagers stash the tires 


would you do if you don't 
know their addresses, but you 
know they live in the neighbor- 
hood, and you learn their names? 


What 


What would you do if they were 
children of neighbors you knew? 


what would you do if they were 
children of close relatives? 


Elass 


of a car parked on a street in your neighborhood. 


You do 


CIRCLE ONE 


Sabie Sema Leann, ss fies ae ieee ae ee © Oem ae 
Find out where they live and tell the parents. . . 
Wait until you see them again and talk to them. . 
Say nothing to the parents or teenagers, buc tell 
Other weiohwors aboutat . gates.) ee 
Try to fina the owner of the car and 
DORIOCN LING eager cmaes 4 ayia ise eet G 


° ° ° ° ° ° 


Ca LCR polite rtusmi es oo 6 sone seas ee oe 
ToL LNG Dates mare cise Ueus a Seen eos a a ee 
Wait until you see them again and talk to them. . 
Say nothing to the parents or teenagers, but tell 

OUVe Ta Mew nOrseapOu ted Cu. acts us hes ome ee 
Try to find the owner and let him do something. . 
POR OCUL NS galbecre ter gre tse cel tc deen ta yee, owe tas gee 


Call Bthaaps Lice mma tee sega, ee enn er oer ae 
Tess thee paren Cs mat pase. 0c be Beare Os a Se uneiES: a eae 
Wait until you see them again and talk to them. . 
Say nothing to the parents or teenagers, but tell 

Cticinerenbors. apout LCs. me. a.m eters ee os ee 
Try to find the owner and let him do something . . 
IMeepceha ne tek aars «Ae toler ye Ae es A 


your car. 


RLU A 


Ce Mon epoten Meter Ws i hs eG Se ome tty ap Gh m8 


Find out where they Jive and tell the parents. . 
Wait until you see them again and talk to them. . 
Say nothing to the parents or teenagers, but tell 

GUMS MEMGNIOES SOW WE 5 6 6 56 & 6 5 6 6 5 
DR eley eee ee oe ee Che eer eae aloe oe 


PAU AEN Gs DOLL Ce ay eye pce Meteo e sates Node Gis kat. 
Heh One eres o 6 6 ou 6 b So 6 6 6 oo & A ES 
Wait until you see them again and talk to them. . 
Say nothing to the parents or teenagers, but tel 
OUNee Meilwrooes aeelle We o 5 6 b 5 6 o 5B © Oe 
IN MOEMIONY 5 6 0 5 6 o © @ Oo 6 6 Oo Oo OO 8 


Gayl Tk LE OM ONS Wo og 6 i bs Gb 6G 6 6 bo 6 a a 
MEMES (OeteMES: Go Goo oO 6 5 8 o 4 2 Oo o oH o 
Wait uncil you see them again and talk to them... 
Say wothing to the parents or teenagers, but tell 

ether neighbors about Le .9. 6 2 «6 kN 8 
Me monte ¢ o b 6 4 6 b Oo Goo SS 6 GF Ob ob oo 


cy 


let him do someth 
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CIRCLE ONE 
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The secret of happiness is in not expecting too much 
end be tag gcon ten. with suhacecomes your way... 4 o« 1 sails «Be 6 « 2 A a d 
Cir is _eown tetewear celiaquent .actsethan boys. ce. oudac es «tee tetA a d 
Strong discipline is the best way to handle 
Geenaseroswoomieve coumitced Crimes, . . 4 «2 + sles G+ es « » A a d 


hildrer into the world 


Telerharéiy fale to bring <¢ 
PS BCULUTC. Be Pte so 'Sis, -ce'siae Bout e shes acute ibe 


the way things look for 


The teenagers in this neighborhood have a good chance 
peeve eCEroeeAngOOd) Gob wien sthey ave cadults ns as = pce pad he ueiis, suena a d 


All married couples should have children if they are 
able to. e ° . e ) . . ° . s ° e ° « ° e e e . . c! . e e e e e ) e ° A a d 


When a man is born, the success he is going to have is 
already decided by fate, so he might just as well accept 


Peters te merce tN CML Contre em ete woos he Felt eres oP 6) tes 8) ke ceets’ cet A a d 


Boys committing a crime are more likely to be 


Hep iarcumconuiepoal ce Chag @Eris. . .ha) 6s) ew s ers. eee eee « SoA a d 
"Get tough" policies for dealing with delinquency 
ne eGor ee Ye lLOmse Renner VO. eo Se chs baie By se bode ect e¥el se Sh es! a A a d 


In spite of what some people say, things are getting 


eee Cm hive me aco LOM CiI ct sus “siisl is so 6 06 @ sls st w @ oe owl afe el oA a d 
The first thing to consider when picking a home is 
wae tNereLe tscne bestercurrounding for raising children: . .4..% . A a d 


Planning only makes a person unhappy since his plans 


Hvca byron OCA YW. Soh ivl « «isi eels «6 6 ss 8 6.5 %etce ts @ wie os A a d 
Tecnazers in this neighborhood here a good chance 

Cipee orig ear co Mere CAG CAtLOI 6) 6 ws ws sels ee ls we ws ee A a d 
Girls who commit crimes should be handled less 

severely tha n bo oys ce « © © . . @ eo 6c @ "S68 © & 0 “ew ec 6 8 8 A a d 
Children should be taught that the policeman is a friend. ......A a d 


Having both the husband and wife work during the 
Gauly years of martiage is important. » .-s « s + 8 © © 2 «5 4 6 © ¢ A a d 


The old saying, "spare the rod and spoil the child," 
is too Ravn Porseecen dc OU ntcwe Wels sive fees 6 OB le nko ae oo er A a d 


In this world it is not tmportant how much you know; 
it is who you’krnew that really counts. . . «ss 5 5 «5 5 © eos A a d 


Teenagers A this neighborhood have a good chance of 
meting in, trouble with the police. . 0. 9s s 6 5 « 5 6p 8 5 swe 8s A a d 


Policemen are fair when dealing with teenagers. . . 1.» «ss 25» « » « A a d 


A married woman with job skills or training should work 


even though {t mayinot be ideal for’the children. .-. 4. +. ss + os A a d 
These days a person doesn't really know who he can count on... . A a d 


eee Eo 
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ie? Oren? Oh tahew EW) 0 
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Awe o . ° Lia Y (ol é 
Do you and the rest of the family do anything special for each of your geo 
ijldre 1 +7 ~We : 
childrens! birthdays? ee 


Answer these next questions thinking of your teenager who is closest to age 15. 


Does he/she get together with you to talk over problems? 
Does your teenager discuss what happens after being out with friends? 


Then your teenager is out in the evening do you know who he/she is with? 


eee me oO 


Does your teenager decide how many evenings a week he/she goes out? ,... 1 2 3 4 5 
When your teenager gets into difficulty at school, do you hear about it 
from him/her first? . ball Se ae eek Sees 
After being out for an evening does your teenager tell you where he/she 
has been? e e ° e e e . e . e e . . e es . . e ° ° e . e > e e . s e e ? e il 2 3 4 5 


dow many times during the last month did your ceenager 
nearest 15 go skating, to movies, to eat out, ete. with 


the rest of your Family? : ieee woe Orme © OmnOr more 
GENERALLY how serious do you feel these offences are? Very Qudte Slightly Not 
Serious Serious Serious Serious 
Meryl Sih cop on Geena} Codie so er ec asaeee 2 3 4 
Sceglinesor Shaplifting 2 «=. 3...» . 1 2 3 4 
Brinkimerocer or Liquorys <0 si. sae f 1 2 3 4 
Snifting glue or nail polish remover". 1 az 3 A 
mmoralsacke’ vases 6 Si sit fete eke ss ok 2 3 4 
Buying; selling, or using drugs . . .4.) il 2 3 4 
: About About About About Almost Ponte 
IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOCD: CIRCLE ONE 3/4 half 1/4 1/10 none Know 
How many BOYS engage in vandalism? .... ++. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
How imany GIRLS engage in vandalism?:, ......-. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Mowsmany bOvo steal or shopliftt? = * * * e.% * + °° 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Moueneny Gris steal or shopliftt . “ "= " 8 soe 1 2 3 4 5 6 
How many BOYS drink beer or BNC etd > oO mos 208 Oe SES 1 2 3) 4 5 6 
How many GIRIS drink beer or TGUOK 2 © cen nes eens aed 2 3 4 5 6 
How ae BOYS sniff€ glue or nail polish remover? « Ll 2 3 4 5 6 
How many GIRLS sniff glue or nail polish remover? > 1 2 3 4 5 6 
How many BOYS comnit fecealracts? Ts lege sees oe «Uk 2 3 4 S 6 
How many GIRLS commit imnoral Hosea Oe: On 2 3 4 5 6 
How many BOYS buy, sell, or use Gees, Bee a ose mee - 2 3 4 5 § 
° 5 ae al 2 3 4 5 6 


Now many GIRLS buy, sell, or use d Huge ft. ee 


Ts your present OWNED or belng bought... . 2 Whac type of work does your husband do? 
A aN T > ? ra) ° 
dwelling Cec: aes eG < sf. ee CLrele thesone that is closest, 
Is your present Pee we TOMO seus ers oo. L eoktilled worker (carpenter, plumber) 
dwelling AEEOUEMACSO Gis gree en + eo see Unskidied worker (night watehman, waiter) 
BRCM PEM errs spe cs apts 8 oon 


. . ° . 


Semi-skilled worker (taxi driver 

A eimgle houses 9... . ...44 (Owner or manager of large business . 

Cream. Gi sect aur ss aes) CHNeT cor mands allo pusimess = one 
id 


9 
5 
SeSMan ese ue 


Si clicks on of Rice worker. 
At the present Repuler full-time... . 1 Professional (doctor, lawyer, teacher) . 
time is che woman NGGUILETe MAWES GMS 5 6 6 6 2 hoigwvevcmehe Ole MIMS 6 5 6 6 oo 5 6 9 oS 
of the house Somebines full-time... 3 bamee) £asMeT VOR Lance Lis on ex a ule sees 
enployed outside sometimes part-time . . . 4 Sie Lea ener OL erane NCC ate mee ises sew 
the home? ine ie, EQS ee Bek te ete) Cond OUT wits age Oa ee es 
Owe =a eer wT: 
Yow long have you Less than a year. ......1 7 
lived at your eee carcass en. on.) rae) G ioeMOS ty responsible stor: 
preseat address? DE mreeearS eels act we. dite Ak tee FS Setting moral standards family... 
RCE OaCS case ecmaete sary anh for teenagers. GQMOFCM 6 5 4 
Beyeertspor more Gy. 4 1 9) «2 school’... 
government . 
How many times MMO. = 6 0 & © 9 Oo 6 o ¢ L Providing teenage PUMLIGE 5 4 5 
have you moved LO oe, wc ie Wo) es Ys be aeons 2 activities Nee) 4 5 5 
in the last five Re. |. STs. o> Scene las 
years? Sh ose Bae ie tf) OP eee 4 government . 
Ce Orme tO cel cure ce eielet ste 
Controiling the eammAbyY 5 5 6 
How many times MESS oe CPanel Aue ege aha ee behavior of teenagers aay sr 
hava you move CR 5 ee Be Bg BOAT carers Scr00 Lime emes 
from eee 73", 1B poe Madea abe Haare On ere, government . 
TQ ANOTHER in oP et Bo a eee er eer 
the ae five GROreMOrO es 6 leew le ee 
years? Who is LEAST responsible for: 
Setting moral standards -family .. . 
low many children do you have: for teenagers erect ee 
SENOOIL o o oc 
ROSE OC RUNGE Ts ceiist 9st) * 5 bres) Le government . 
Chg fo She a ogee po eee ee ee ees 
eR One ko wea s shoe Sacre”) yea. 5° 01253 45 Providing teenage family co. i 
Age UOPST  GieG” eacy eae OREM ate Betisitics EMEA 9 6 6 
po ee er 8 2 a bchooll eas 
Kee iL?) aie) veulaige Oo PO 98 O12 3 oe) government A 
Controlling the Gem, o os 
behavior of teenagers church + «+ > 
Yow safe is it for children to play in the Schoo leu on 
street where you live? government . 
What is the highest grade completed by the 
UCH safer t! Peceeerectss i) > ere se ke Of the house? 
Safer Peo SCG CPEStS 5. css bm hae oe 2 RA eed Gas eee are = ee 
nee eeu baht) i ie kes so ws Os ais 3} an ‘ifldn aeteule a ale © paca 
Hore dangerous Eman most streets. « « + + ++ : eae Seon CS en biamneey oes aS 
MUCH more dantesous than most streets « + +. 4 ; 


Some vocational, technical, 

oie trccelis seligrls 5 G6 6 4 6 & GO OD S 
Completed vocational,technical, 

ore ince cneoll, so 6 6 oS BOS 
Soe GCOlWenes 5 6 6 6 Bb @ oo 5 Bb OO 
Gompreted col Lege ai) i nes) es is) + > 


How many times do you ride the bus each week? 


(letras rae 660 J OOF morg 
Are you 


Wer aio eiee tne tiem SUmder Soe 6 wre oe ks 8 ee 8 
of the house? toe BO) pk Ry ee i eo 
AGW > UES = Wee ioe Sg) Wome Gt 
RG. GE oe G OO Oba, Oe A 
Bop SIR Ge cea ag ei 0) Oe ao 5 
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. 9 
Widowed, Separated, Otvorced, Single. 
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